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PART I. 





INTRODUCTION. 


1. The repetitions in the works of Aristotle are so frequent and 
sometimes so perplexing that they cannot fail to draw the reader’s 
attention : yet, until the publication of Torstrik’s De Anima, some of 
their most striking features had received little notice, and their pos- 
sible bearing on the history of the text was perhaps unsuspected. 
Torstrik observed correspondences of such a kind between repetitions 
in De Anima book III, as to incline him to the belief that the present 
order of the context had come from some sort of combination of two 
parallel versions. 

This theory has not been universally accepted; but, apart from 
details, its general principle—the compilation of parallel versions, 
receives corroboration from a series of parallelisms to be found 
in many parts of Aristotle beside the De Anima, more remarkable too 
in length and in characteristics of matter or style. 

Of these a number have been hitherto undetected; in others the 
fact of repetition has been noticed, but relations of the most sug-- 
gestive nature between the repeated passages have escaped attention : 
the study of them is valuable not merely for a knowledge of structure, 
but also for the elucidation of certain difficulties of translation, some 
insuperable, in the present text, which seem due to the fact that it 
contains passages not originally intended to stand together. 

2. The parallel or duplicate passages here spoken of are in general 
of the following description :— | 

(1) Each treats of the same subject as the other, and on the 
whole in a similar manner with varying degrees of corre- 
spondence and difference. 

(2) It often happens that one expands the other while observing 
the same main divisions: and sometimes the additions are 
vital, showing a real difference of view. 

(3) The expansion in the one piece does not appear like an ad~ 
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dition or afterthought intended to follow the other in the 
same context: for the matter of the other is repeated so that 
each passage is complete in itself; and sometimes the one 
which contains the supplement comes first, where the second 
Is not a recapitulation. 

(4) In some cases the. second passage begins with language 
which, naturally at least, implies that the subject is bemg 
discussed for the first time. 

The likeness and difference therefore between these passages sug- 
gest that there must have been compilation of some sort as opposed 
to author’s work. 

In some instances no doubt the conclusion may be disputed: but (1) 
there is a strong cumulative argument from their great number, (2) 
there seems to be no lack of crucial examples where no other ex- 
planation appears possible; so that it may be inferred of much at- 
tributed to Aristotle that it has been compiled from pieces which, 
whether by the same author or not, were at least not intended to 
stand in the same context. 

3. The number of versions of the same subject is not confined to 
two, there are sometimes three or four, and these have been combined 
in several different ways. Let the consecutive members of one passage 
be denoted by the symbols A,, B,, C,, &c., and the corresponding 
members of its duplicate by A,, B,, C,; so that one originally read in 
the order A,, B,, C,. 

(a) Sometimes the passages have not been disintegrated :— 

(1) Either one has been written immediately after the other in the 
order A,, B,, C,, Ay, B,, C,; 

(ii) Or they are separated by an interval in some cases of consider- 
able length. 

(8) Sometimes they have been disintegrated. 

In this case corresponding members may be associated together so 
as to give the order A,, A,, B,, B,, C,, C,; or there is an intermixture 
of them in which no such regularity can be discerned ; and some may 
be carried to different parts of the book. 

The last propositions (8) do not seem to have been enunciated 
before, and no doubt will appear improbable in the last degree. It 1s 
as though two (or more) narratives of the same discourse had been taken 
out of fragments left of the Gospels, divided into corresponding 
parallel verses, and then either the first verse of the one narrative 
written after the first of the other, the second after the second, and so 
on ; or else the verses intermingled without apparent principle. 


al 





ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 3 


Difficult as it is to account for this eccentric arrancement, there 
seem to be almost certain instances of it; there is one e.g. in Nic. 
Eth. bk. VII, ch. iii, and another in bk. V, ch. v4, and with this evi- 
dence, that not only can the disentangled pieces be arranged in 
parallel groups, but whereas there seems to be incoherence which can- 
not be overcome in the present text, these groups are coherent within 
themselves, 

4, For these various appearances the following explanation is con- 
jectured. | 

The compilers looked on the reputed works of Aristotle as ‘sacred 
books,’ and considered themselves under obligation not to suppress 
any of the material which they found. 

Consequently they incorporated in the text several versions of the 
same thing, even where they differed but slightly from one another : 
just as a Christian might regard the various accounts of the same 
events in the Gospels as of equal value and entitled to preservation in 
their original form. 

The different ways in which they arranged and combined the dupli- 
cates may be accounted for by supposing that they endeavoured not 
to restore accurately an original order, but rather to make a context 
which would read with some appearance of continuity out of the 
actual fragments, adding and taking away as little as possible *.’ 
There seem to be undoubted traces of connecting sentences written by 
a compiler: but the condition of the text indicates that it was a rule 
in some books at least to make such work a minimum ; if this is so it 
would be caused by the same feeling as that which prompted the 
preservation of the duplicates. Whatever may be the worth of this 
hypothesis as to the motive of compilation, the fact of compilation 
itself seems to rest on strong evidence. 

5. The exposition of the foregoing theory is begun with an exami- 
nation of the Seventh Book of the Nicomachean Ethics, because in it 
are to be found some of the most striking instances of the phenomena 
alleged. 

The first part, the account of dxpacla in chaps. i-x, seems to have 
been compiled out of at least three versions, which are perhaps not all 
by the same author. The second part, on Pleasure, was in all pro- 
bability not intended to stand in the same treatise as the versions 
contained in the first ; but this subject, as well as the authorship of 
the second part, is reserved for a later Study. 


1 Where four parallel versions seem to be combined. # Compare paragraphs 91 and 95. 
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The Seventh Book of the Ethics is not the only one which seems to 
be a compilation; most of the books shew more or less trace of some- 
thing of the kind: after the Seventh book the most remarkable is 
perhaps the Fifth. The resolution is more obvious in the Seventh, the 
evidence of diverse authorship stronger in the Fifth and Sixth'. 

Some of the parallelisms? on which the present theory of Eth. VII 
is based have been forestalled by Rassow, with whose book the writer 
has only recently become acquainted. The coincidences are accidental 
and do not. extend far: the treatment of facts observed in common 
differs considerably. 


1 It is intended to consider these and some other parte of the Ethics hereafter. 

2 In eight passages out of about twenty-four, excluding the more dubious conjectures 
of Part V. The important parallelisms in chaps. iii (except AA’), v, vii, viii, as well as 
those in ch. x, seem to have been overlooked. 


PART II. 


COMPILATION OF PARALLEL VERSIONS. 


SECTION LI. 


Nic. Eraics, Bk. VII, Ch. iv. (Taste IT.) 


6. The fourth chapter of Nic. Ethics bk. VII is one of the best 
specimens of the combination of duplicate passages forming different 
versions. . 

Rassow has already noticed in general terms that the second part 
of this chapter (§§ 5, 6, 1148 a 22—b 14) treats over again the 
subject of the first (§§ 2, 3, 4, 1147 b 23—1148 a 15), but attention 
has not been called to the remarkable completeness of the parallelism 
between them, member for member ‘and phrase for phrase, nor the 
circumstance that. both may have as a common beginning the first 
section of ch. vii. By writing this section before each of the two 
parts, two chapters can be obtained on the same subject, complete and 
independent (see below, paragr. 9 fin.). 

This is easily seen if the chapter is arranged in two parallel 
columns as in Table J[-where the corresponding phrases and words are 
_ marked by the same letters above the line. | 

7. The first column (§§ 2, 3, 4, 1147 b 23—1148 a 15) has three 
main divisions, B,, C,, D,; to which correspond in the second column 
(§§ 5, 6, 1148 a 22—b 14) B,, C,, D,. 

B, and B, contain a classification of pleasures or pleasant objects; C, 
and C, treat of the dxparets xaé’ duowdrnra or xara mpdcbeow and dis- 
tinguish them from the dxparjs awAGs; D, and D, determine the 
kinds of pleasure with which the dxparijs &mAGs has to do. 

Thus the general divisions of the subject occur twice over, once in 
each column. More than this, things stated twice gver in different 
connexions in the first column are stated twice in corresponding con- 
nexions in the second column, as follows. 
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B, beside classifying pleasures includes ‘the ‘statement that the 
aipera xaé’ atra admit of a (wrong) taepBodn. 

C,, 1m the same column, repeats this with the addition of rapa rév 
6pOdv Adyov to brepBory (1147 b 31), in distinguishing the dxparjs xara 
apdécbeow from the dxparis dtAGs. The same thing is done in the 
corresponding members B, and C, of the other column: after the 
classification in B, it is said that error in the highest class, ra pvoe 
aiperd, is SaepBod7, and in C, this is repeated with the addition of 
mapa roy Adyov as in C, (compare 1148 a 28, 1148 a 33, 1148 b 4, in 
the second column), 

Again in C,, the discussion of the dxpareis xara mpdoGeow, it 18 
said that the term dxpacla is applied in the case of aiperd xaé’ atra 
only by analogy: this is repeated in the same column in D,, where 
the objects of the dxpacla proper are determined. On examining the 
corresponding members, C, D,, of the second column, it will be seen 
that C, contains the same remark and D, repeats it. Compare the 
two passages marked ‘...‘, with the two parked Ba 

8. To investigate more closely the parallelism of the members 

B, and B,, C, and C,, D, and D, :— 

(a) B, and B,. 

B divides abjeets causing pleasure into two classes : aipera xa” 
aird; and cwparicd or dvayxaia. B, gives the same under different 
phraseology: vce: aiperd, called also in the same column (C,) dicec 
alpera 80 attd =aipera xal’ abrd ; and ra perafd=rTd ooparixd. 

The examples too of the first class in B, are repeated in B,: vixn, 
TULN, XpHara, xépdos, answer to viky, Tiny, TAODTos, In B,. 

But B, adds a third class not found in B,, ra évavria rodrwy (1.€. 
tév vce aiperdv), which appears to refer to the unnatural or 
abnormal pleasures discussed in ch. v. This amounts to a correction 
of B. 

In B, it is said of the aipera xa’ aird that they admit of excess, 
implying that they are wrong in excess, as indeed is said more 
directly in C,, in the same column. In B, the same thing is put in 
a clearer and better way: ‘it is not susceptibility to these, nor desire 
and liking for them which are bad, but a certain excess in them’ 
(mpés Gmavra ... Td To.atra .. ob TO mdoxe Kal emOvpety Kal irciy 
weyovrat, GAAA TO Tas tTepBaddrev, 1148 a 26-28). 

The badness of dvayxata or cwparixkd when indulged in to excess 
is not stated in B,; though half implied by the term dvayxaia, and 
asserted lower down in the same column (D,). In B, the fact is 
expressly mentioned (see 1148 a 26-28). 
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From these considerations it is evident that B, is not a mere 
recapitulation of B, for it contains more, that it is not a mere ad- 
dition to B, for it contains the same matter as B,: it is rather an 
entire reconstruction which makes B, quite unnecessary. 

(8) C, and C,. 

According to C, (see above, paragraph 7 fin.) error in respect of 
aipera xa? atrd which is tarepBodA} mapa tov 6p0dy Adyov does not 
make a man dxparns dmAGs, and is only to be called dxpacla by 
analogy, «a0 duo.drnta: of such error the word dxpaoia cannot be 
used simply but must have the addition (zpdéc8ecrs) of some qualifying 
term. All this is repeated phrase for phrase in C,, as will be seen by 
comparing the parallel columns. 

In C, the author says, as a proof of the validity of the distinction 
made between the dxparis aaAGs and the dxparis xara mpdcbeotv, that 
there is a special stigma attaching to true dxpacla which does not 
attach to dxpacla in the aipera xaé’ aird; true dxpacla bemg not 
merely a fault but a sin, 7 pev yap dxpacla Weyerar ovy os Gpaptrla pdvor 
&AQ kal os xaxla tis. The same corroboration of the same distinetion 
is given in C,, 7 yap dxpacla ov pdvoy hevxrov GAAG cal rSv Wexrav. 

C, makes some additions to the common matter, not however in 
themselves very important. It gives further examples of the dice 
aiperd, viz. réxva and yovets, illustrating the nature of drepBoAy in 
relation to them by the stories of Niobe and Satyrus: it elucidates 
at a little more length than C, the difference between &mAé@s and xaé” 
duoidrnta, oF kata mpdcOeoww (oloy xaxdv larpdv Kat Kaxdy iroxpiryp, dv 
&tAGs otk dy elrovey xaxdv); and excludes from connexion with aipera 
na? atrda not only dxpacta proper (as C,) but also poy @npla. 

Thus again C, repeats the matter of C, with some additions, and in 
such a manner as to make C, superfluous. 

(y) D, and D,. 

D, restricts the objects of axpacla proper to those pleasures with 
which the oddpwv and dxéAacros are concerned; D, does this also. 
Compare the passages marked ™..." in the parallel columns. The 
parallelism of the passages marked *...5 has already been pointed out 
(see above, paragraph 7 fin.). It should also be noticed that the 
examples of dxpacia xa’ dpotdryra given in the first column (C,, D,), 
Xpnudrav, képdous, Tys7s, Gv.0d (dpyys), are all given again in the second 
column (D,), xépdous, Tiss, Ovuuod; and that the example named twice 
in the first column (6vzod in C,, dpyfs D,) is named twice in the 
second column (D,, wept 58 Oupov xa? duoidrnta A€youer* 610 Kat mpooTt- 
Oévres axparh Ovpod domep Tyshs kal Kepdovs paper). 
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But though the main subject of D,, viz. the kind of pleasure sought 
by the dxparjs aaAGs, is repeated in D,, there is something more in 
D,, for it gives examples of these pleasures and adds the important 
remark that the dxparjs acts wap ampoalpeow, whereas up to this 
point the additions have been made by the second column on the first, 


and not by the first on the second. 


This however does not disprove the relation of D, and D, as in- 
dependent duplicates. For firstly, D, is clearly not a resumé of D,; 
and as D, belongs to the context of B, and C,, so D, belongs to the 
context of B, and C,, which have been shewn to be independent 
duplicates of B, and C,. Secondly, as the object of this chapter 1s to 
distinguish the dxparjs azAGs from the dxparis cata mpdobeow it 
is not absolutely necessary to mention that the dxparjs amAGs acts 
mapa mpoalpecwv, a characteristic common to all dxpacla. Thirdly, 
this characteristic of dxpacla may well have followed in the version 
of which the second column was originally part, later on, either in 


. a subsequent chapter or in a lost continuation of this one; and indeed 


there is some ground for thinking that something now removed stood 
originally after D, (see below, paragrs. 81-7). 

9. The above analysis seems to prove that the two columns are 
independent, and that the second column is a reconstruction of the 
first, intended to replace it. Even if both were written by the same 
author he could not have meant them to stand finally in one and the 
same context as they do now: for they are alternatives, and if he kept 
one he must have rejected the other. | 

The words xaOdzep 8reldopnev apdrepov in B, may be the work of 
a compiler. But if they are genuine, they cannot refer to the begin- 
ning of ch. iv, § 2 (B,), on account of the relation of the two columns 
just pomted out: and apart from this they do not suit it, since the 
threefold division of 75éa 1s not found there. 

Both columns begin with éwei dé, and it will be seen that either 
may be read after the first section of the chapter, A, with equal 
coherence both in syntax and subject matter. Thus each of the two 
orders A B, C, D,, A B,C, D, yields a chapter on the same subject as 
the other, andl very like It. 

A short passage omitted in Table I froin the end of the first column 
(1148 a 16-22) will be discussed below in Part V, Section VIII. 
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SECTION II. 
Nic. Era. VII. viii. §§ 4,5. (Tasre VI.) 


10. There is strong evidence that § 4 (1151 a 11-19) and § 5 (1151 
a.20-28) of ch. viii were not intended for the same context, and that 
their present position is due to compilation. 

(a) Both discuss the same subject, dxpacla and the superiority of 
the dxparjs to the dxéAacros, in the same manner. Their contents 
are parallel phrase for phrase, as may be seen by comparing the words 
distinguished by the same letters in the columns of Table VI. 

To dore 8 elvat ro.otroy olov memeicbar didkew ... in A, (the 
second column) corresponds in A, (the first column) 6 péyv rovotros 
olos py 51a TO wemetoOar didKew: to avédnv Tas Toratvras Hdovds, in Ag, 
tas xa?’ drepBodrARy cwparixds Hdovds, in A,: to mapa Tov épdv Adyov In 
A,, the same words in A,: to... 6 dxparis BeAtlwy rod dxoAdorov ... 
od erat yap rd BéArioTov 4 apy, in A,, the sentence in A, éxeivos pev 
oty eiperdmectos, 6 8 ot 4 yap dperi x.7.A. See also Part IV, 
Section II. 

There is no reason whatever in the context for the repetition by A, 
of the matter in A,. A,, the later in order, is not a necessary ad- 
dition to A,; on the contrary, A, is the fuller in statement: e.g. it 
expands oo era: yap To BéAriotov 7 dpx7y, found in the second column, 
into several explanatory lines. On the other hand, an inspection of 
the parallelisms shews that A, cannot be treated as a resumé of A,, as 
is proved also by the next argument (8). 

It is true that A, adds the mention of the character opposed to the 
Axparis, viz. 6 dupeverixds kat odk exorarixds did ye Td 7dOos, i.e. the 
éyxpatys, but this might have been added at the end of A,, and could 
not of itself necessitate the repetition of all that is said in A,. 

(8) The beginning of § 5 (A,, 1151420) introduces the dxparjs 
as if he had not yet been described at all: EZTI AE TI 8a wd6os 
éxorarixds .... obrds éoriv 6 dxparyjs. But the very account, thus put 
forward as though it were new, has already been given, and that more 
fully (see above, and compare Part IV, paragraph 43) in the passage 
which has just preceded (A,, 1151 a 11-19). This is enough to shew 
that the author of A, could not have meant it to follow A, as it does 
now. 

(y) The words at the end of § 4 present an insuperable difficulty in 


10 ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 


the present arrangement of the text,—oddpwr pev ody 6 rovodros dxd- 
Aaoros 5& 6 évayrlos: for the characters just spoken of are not the 
cddpwyv and the dxddacros, but the dxparys and the dxdéAactos. The 
author has been saying that the dxparys can be persuaded without 
much difficulty to reform because he has not lost the moral dpx7, but 
that this is not so with the dxdéAacros, because he has lost it. Com- 
pare the passages marked d and e in the other column. 

This difficulty is at once removed if the independence of the parallel 
passage is recognised, for the sentence cddpwr pey x.t.A. which will 
not fit on to the end of A, (§ 4) where it now stands, does fit perfectly 
to the beginning of the parallel version A,; that is, it is only neces- 
sary to consider it as belonging not to the passage which it follows, 
but to the passage which it precedes (see Table VI). The beginning 
of the account of dxpacta in A,, dori d€ Tis x.7.A., Imphies that if comes 
after the account of some other character or characters to which 
dxpacla is related; now as the nature of éyxpdreia ia determined 
in outline at the end of A, (§ 5, 1151 a 26), it is reasonable to 
suppose that the passage originally preceding A,, in the version to 
which A, belonged, had described the oddpwy or daxddactos or 
both. With such a supposition the words cddpwr pev oty 6 rovodros 
x.T.A. accord exactly, and they may well be the wind-up of a lost 
description, probably short, of owppootvn. They may perhaps however 
be due to a compiler (see paragraph 12 fin.) 

1. The above arguments (a, 8, y) seem to show conclusively that 
A, and A, are two independent parallel versions. The difficulties 
pointed out in (8) and (y) are of special importance, as they cannot be 
explained away so long as the received text is held to be right. They 
are not removed by a mere transposition of A, and A,; for the words 
coppwv pey x... could not come immediately after § 3 (i.e. after 
1151 a 10), nor as before said at the end of § 4 (1151a 19); nor if 
these words are struck out can the beginning of A,, gore 8€ tTUs K.7.A., 
come after § 3: besides, the argument (a) would remain mutatis 
mutandis. 

The words rocavras jdovds, in § 5 (A,, 1151 a 23), cause no difficulty ; 
they will refer to some expression hke cwyarixas ndovds used in the 
context which originally came before A,. 

12. It should be noticed that the version A, fits on to nothing in 
ch. villi, whether the beginning of A, is put at the words cddpoyr pév 
or at gore 5€ ris: nor indeed does it seem to fit on to anything in the 
book. It 1s doubtful too whether A, is in its place (see paragr. 75 fin.). 

Further on (Part IV, paragraph 43) it will be shewn that A, is 
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probably later than A,. It seems possible in this case to explain why 
the compiler put the later and more detailed version first. As already 
said, whether A, begins at oddpwr pey x.r.A. or at gore d€ Tis K.T.A., 
A, could not follow after § 3 (1151 a10), On the other hand, 
though the beginning of A, (§ 4, 1151 a 11) does not necessarily 
connect it with § 3 fin., the transition from § 3 to § 4 is not in- 
tolerable, or at least not so intolerable as from § 3 to § 5, and this 
would suggest putting A, where it is rather than A. 

Again, if A, really began with oddpwv pev ody, the compiler might 
be deceived by the general resemblance of § 4 to Nic. Eth. VI. v. 6 
(1140a 11-20 q.v.), where the adgdpwv and dxédacros are distin- 
guished, into supposing that the end of § 4 treats also of oddpov and 
dxéAacros, and then he might think that the words cd¢pwv pev x.T.A. 
at the beginning of A, would follow well after the end of A,: see 
paragr. gt. . Or if A, began at gor: 5¢ 1s, the compiler may have 
written the sentence oddpwr pev .. . évavttos to connect § 5 (A,) with 
what, for the reason just given, he may have wrongly taken to be the 
meaning of § 4 fin. 


SECTION III. 
Nic. Ern. VII. v. §§ 5-8. (Taste III.) 


13. This chapter may be divided into three parts; §§ 1— 4, 1148 
b 15—34 (As); §§ 5, 6, 1148 b 34—-1149 a 12 (B,); §§ 7, 8, 1149 a 
12—1149 a 20 (B,). See Table III. Of these the first explains 
and illustrates the difference of the natural and unnatural or abnormal 
pleasures. The second, B,, teaches that dxpacla proper and dxoAacla 
(uox@npia) have nothing to do with the unnatural pleasures: this 
restriction is made over again in the third part, Bo in the same way 

and almost the same words. 

14. The parallelism of B, and B, is shewn by the following : 

§ 5 (B,) contains the distinction of mere liability to feel unnatural 
appetites (rd gyew Exacra rovrwy) from overcoming or yielding to 
them (7d gyovra xpareiy 7) kparetcOat). In § 7 (B,) the same dis- 
tinction is given with a slight difference of statement (see below, 
paragraph 48), and with no indication that it has been given before: 
trovtwy & gore pev exew Tiva évlore pdvov py KparetoOa b€.. .. ore be 
kal kparetoOat p7) movoy exe. : 

In § 5 (B,) dxpacta in respect of the unnatural pleasures is said not 
to be axpacla proper, 7 477A axpacla, but analogous to it, xa@’ éuordryra : 
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so in § 8 (B,) the same thing is found again; ‘such dxpacla is not 
to be called so amAGs, but only xara apdéobeow.’ : 

To the word itmepBdddovoa applied to unnatural vice in B, cor- 
responds according to B, [od xar’ dvOpwroy| and [otk dvOpwalyn], 
implied by kar’ dvOpwroy and dvOpwxlyn. Such error is called in B, 
Onpisdys or voonparedys, and this is repeated in B,. 

15. It is clear that the repetition of the matter of B, by B, is 
wholly unnecessary; also that B, is complete without B,, and does 
not in any way presuppose that B,, which is before it in the present 
text, has preceded. 

It should be noticed that B, and B, begin in nearly the same 
manner, Td péy ovy €xetv TovTwy Exacta... (Bz), rovrwyv & éott 
pev éxeuy Tivd..... (B,); and that each passage is connected in 
the same way through the word rovrwy with the first part of the 
chapter (A,), so that there is equal coherence whether B, or B, is 
read after Ag. 

Thus B, and B, are independent parallel versions of the same subject. 

It will be shewn in Section IV that ch. vi, §§ 5-7, is a duplicate 
version of chapter v, with members A, B, corresponding to A, B, 
(=B,). There are then in chapters v and vi three parallel versions 
of the same subject: of these two seem to be complete or nearly so, 
A, B, and A, B,; of the third only B, remains, of which the be- 
ginning (A,) may have been lost. 


SECTION IV. 
Nic. Era. VII. vi. §§ 5-7. (Taste III.) 


16. The passage ch. vi, §§ 5-7 falls into two parts. The first, Aj, 
is a division of bodily pleasure into natural or human, and unnatural, 
brutish, or morbid. The second, B,, limits the sphere of cwpPpoovyn 
and dxoAacla to the natural pleasures (ep) ras apéras, 1.e. ras dvOpw- 
mukas Kat dvoixds): with respect to the pleasure of brutes these terms, 
it is said, can only be used by a metaphor. Then follows an account 
of the difference between Onpidrns and xaxla. 

But these two parts A, B, correspond in outline to the two main 
parts of ch. v, A, and B, (=B,)—see above, paragraph 13—which 
discuss the same distinction in pleasure and of characters related to 
pleasure, though with some variations. _ 
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17. Is it possible then that one version of ch. v is intentionally 
repeated by ch. vi, §§ 5-7, and that both passages belong to the — 
same context? 

The words domep elpntat xar’ dpxds may suggest at first an affirm- 
ative answer, but a nearer examination seems to prove that the second 
passage was not intended for the same context as the first, and is 
a parallel version of it. 

(a) There is no manner of reason for the repetition of the subject in 
this place: on the contrary, it is an obvious violation of coherence ; 
for in the present text the discussion of unnatural vices and pleasures 
is wound up in ch. v, § 9, 1149 a 20 seqq. (q. v.), and the second 
account interposed quite irrelevantly between dxpacla Ovj08 (vi, 1-4) 
and padaxla (ch. vii). 

(8) The second part (B,) of the present passage, though treating of 
the same matters as the second part of the versions ia ch. v, B, and 
B,, shows no consciousness of their existence. 

(y).A,, vi, 6, introduces the classification of natural and unnatural 
pleasures, as though, while suggested by something previous (xar’ 
dpxas) it was formally adopted now for the first time :—airady 82 
rovtwy tas Siadopds Anaréov, donep yap elpyntat xar dpyds, K.T.A 
1149 b 26. 

The differentize meant, ‘ natural’ and ‘ unnatural,’ have been fully 
recognised and applied in ch. v already, more fully indeed than here. 

But, that such a definite settlement of the differentis has not 
yet taken place would be naturally implied by Anmréov, and the word 
must imply this, because the classification is noticed with the same 
object here as before, to determine, namely, with more precision the 
sphere of dxoAacla, &c. | 

(5) The incoherence above described (a) is removed if either of the 
two passages which exclude dxoAaocla, &c. from connection with un- 
natural appetite be omitted, and the other retained. In either case 
there would be a complete order in the language, and the subject- 
matter would be, in outline at least, the same. 

(i) Suppose ch. v, §§ 1-8 (A, B,, B,) taken out, so as to give the 
order—ch. iv,—ch. v, § 9.—ch. vi, § 1-4.—ch. vi, § 5-7. Ch. v, § 9, 
serves at once to sum up the result of ch. iv. in the words 6ri pev ody 
dxpacla, and to introduce in the words éri 32 xal «.7.A. the subject of 
ch. vi, §§ 1-4, dxpacla Ovuod. Ch. vi, § 5 sums up the contents of 
both ch. vi, §§ 1-4 (@s peév rolvuy, x.t.d.) and of ch. iv, §§ 1-4 (cal dre 
€or, x.t.A.) and forms the transition to ch. vi, §§ 6-7. 

(ii) Secondly, if ch. vi, §§ 5-7 (A,, B,) is omitted there is equal 
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coherence, because ch. v, § 9 (8rt pév ody dxpacta, x.r.A.) from its form 
serves either to sum up ch. iv by itself, or chaps. iv and v together. 
See also paragraph 71. 

(«) As to the words domep xar’ dpyds—even if it were not possible 
to find another passage in the book to which they might refer, the 
above arguments seem to make it certain that, if genuine, they cannot 
refer to ch. v. 

But beside this, (i) the form of the reference is quite against relating 
it to ch. v; and (1i) a passage can be found which fits it in form and 
matter much better than that chapter. 

(i) 1. It has been argued that because xar’ dpyds need only refer to 
the beginning of a subject, and not necessarily to the beginning of 
a book, it is the beginning of the account of unnatural appetite and 
vice in ch, v which is here signified. 

The inferente is unsound: domep xar dpyas elpnrat must mean 
at least ‘the beginning of the present subject’; now the discussion 
of unnatural appetite being finished off in ch. v, § 9 and a transition 
made to a new subject not included in it—for dxpacla 6vyod is not an 
unnatural vice—it follows that a reference to ‘the beginning of the 
present subject,’ coming directly after the new discussion, cannot be 
intended for ch. v. 

Again, ‘the present subject’ must be one which comprises dxpacla 
Ovuod; the most special subject which comprises it, is the general 
account of dkpacla xara apéc8eow begun in ch. iv; but there is ob- 
viously nothing in that chapter which suits what is said here 
(1149 b 27-9). | 

2. The phrase domep car’ dpxas does not seem to be used when the 
‘beginning’ referred to is at such a short distance (the preceding 
chapter) as ch. v would be in the present case; but only when it is 
so far off that it is better for the sake of clearness to take this rather 
than a more general form like domep elpnrat. 

This is borne out by all the passages collected in Bonitz’s Index. 
In Metaph. XIII. x. 1086 b 15, the reference is to Metaph. IT. iv. 
999 b 24, and IT. vi. 1003 a 6: an interval of eighty-three pages. In 
De Anima III. in. 427 a 29, to De An. I. 1. 404a 17, 405 b 10-17: 
an interval of twenty-two pages. In Pol. IV. vin. 1293 b 27, to III. 
vii. 1278a 22: an interval of fifteen pages at least, and much more 
in the new order of the books. In Post, An. I. xxii. 84a 32, to Post. 
An. I, iii. 72 b 5, seqq.: twelve pages. In Phys. VIII. v. 260a 11, 
to Phys. VIEI: i. 250 b: nine pages and a half. In Eudemian Ethics 
VII. v. 1289 b 7, to Eud. Eth. VIT. 1. 1235 a 4: four pages and a half. 
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The smallest interval is about three hundred and fifty lines, and in 
every passage the usage is quite different to that proposed here}. 

(ii) Secondly, there is a passage in the book which from the stand- 
point of ch. vi could properly be called xar’ dpyds, and contains the 
distinction of natural and unnatural pleasure referred to; this is at the 
beginning of the treatise, ch. i, § 3, 1145 a 27 seqq. 

To the contents of this latter place ch. vi, § 6 (A,) corresponds 
much better than to anything in ch. v. 

In vi, 6, dvOpwrexal jdoval is synonymous with dvarxal jdoval, with 
this ch. i, § 3, 6 Onpi@dys év dvOpdzois omdros at least agrees. But 
in v, 1 (A,), this is not so, the distinction of dice. and pi dice 
is extended to the pleasures of brutes, and therefore ‘natural pleasure’ is 
not co-extensive with ‘ human ’—xal rovrwy (= Trav pice: Hdéwv) Ta pe 
dmAGs Ta St Kara yévn cal Gédwv cal dvOpdrmwv. The categories under 
which unnatural pleasures are spoken of in ch. v (A,) are Onpiddets, 51d 
mpaécess, 51a. vdcovs (pleasures actually caused by disease), vornparadets * 
(pleasures of the nature of a disease), 5:4 pavlay, é€ ous, 51a pox Onpas 
dices. Both ch. vi, 6, and ch. i, 3, agree in naming only the first 
three of these. 

If it be objected that the words xat ro yéver xat rod peyéOe have 
nothing exactly to suit them in ch. i, 3, the same objection holds of 
ch. v. If it be said that in ch. v, drepBdddAovea (1149a 5, § 5 fin.) 
corresponds fairly to év peyéOec in ch. vi, then so does bwepBddAovras in 
ch. i, § 3, 1145 a 32. 

It seems to follow then that the contents of ch. 1, § 3, suit the 
reference in ch. vi, 6. much better than do the contents of ch. v, §§ 1-3 ; 
and that while the position of ch. 1, § 3, relative to ch. vi suits the 
meaning and usage of the formula domep elpnrat kar’ dpxds, the posi- 
tion of ch. v does not. 

18. The observation of another duplicate here seems due to Rassow 
alone, who (Forschungen, p. 23) has pointed out that duoioy ody.... 


1 The same holds of the parallel formula évy dpyj. ra é{ dpyxfs (which however is not 
strictly parallel, compare the exx. referred to in Bonitz Ind.) relates in one place, Prior 
Anal. 32 a 34, to something in the same chapter, but the meaning is special: after con- 
sidering the first group (syllogismg with universal premisses) of a logical order, in the 
second group (syllogisms with universal and particular premisses) a result is obtained 
dentical with one which holds in the first; this is expressed by «aOamep éy Trois éf dpxijs, 
‘just as in the cases first in order:’ and it is almost necessary to use some such phrase for 
precision, because it is immediately preceded by wpérepor which refers to a syllogism in 
the second group,—...70 aird éoras cuprépacya 5 wal wpdrepov, xabdmep év rois & apis, 
i.e. the conclusions of two syllogisms in the second group coincide, in 





as the conclusions of two in the first group. VS x 
2 In B, and B, voonyarwdns seems to include da ydgous. me \ 
‘’ S, ~ 
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dpyyn 1150 a 3-5 is parallel to mapamAjowoy obty ... . Onplov 1150 a 6-8. 

The last passage is evidently a bungler’s work, for the comparison 

ovpBdrAew ddixlay mpds dvOpwnov ddixoy is an unfortunate substitute 

for dyuyov ovpBddrAew mpds ~uwvyxov, and can hardly be by the same 

author. It does not seem to belong to either of the other versions. 
On the possible origin of such short duplicates, see paragr. ‘89. 


SECTION V. 


Nic. Eru. VII. x. § 4. (Tasuzs IV and V.) 


19. The fourth section of the tenth chapter is made up of two pieces, 
each of which is parallel to a piece in another part of the book. 

ist, or. 8 dxpacla.... ths Tay mrelorwv dvvdpews (1152 a 25-27) 
is contained already, in a slightly different form, in ch. vu, § 1, éore 
pev otros ¢xew, x.t.A. 1150 a 11: see Table IV. 

and, eiiarorépa b¢ r&v axpaciay, x.7.A. (1152 a 27-33) corresponds to 
ch. viii, § 2, adréy 8@ rovrwy.... of woAAol, 1151 a 1-5: see Table V. 

20. The only way of avoiding the conclusion that the later passages 
are parallel versions of the former, seems to be to suppose them re- 
sumés, and put as such at the end of the treatise; at all events there 
seems no other reason assignable for the repetition of the subjects. 

(a) But there is no reference in the later passages to those which 
have preceded, nor any consciousness that the subject has been treated 
before. 

(8) The first passage in § 4, ort 3° dxpacla, x.r.A. though not in 
the form of a resumé, might, as regards its mere contents, be a resumé 
of a part (for it says nothing of padaxla and xaprepla) of ch. vii, § 1. 

But neither in form nor in content can the second passage eitarorépa 
de rGv dxpactGy, k.7.A., serve as a resumé of ch. vill, § 2. 

Both treat of different degrees of culpability within dxpacla, but 
vill, 2 only recognises such a difference between two classes, the first 
where the dxparjs is carried away by his feeling before he has time to 
think, the second where he .has reflected but nevertheless yields to 
temptation, ch. x, § 4 contains not only this, but adds a similar dis- 
tinction between the 80’ @O:cpo0d dxpareis and the gvacxol dxparets, as 
the latter are less curable than the former. 

There is too a noteworthy change of phraseology in x, 4: for in 
accordance with vn, 8 the dxparets who act without reflection are 
called peAayxoAtkol; in vill. 2 éxorarixol, a term not to be found in 
vil, 8 (see also paragr. 35). 
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Again, vill, 2 merely affirms that one kind of dxpacla is better than 
the other (BeArfovs); in x. 4 the reason why the one is better than 
the other is given in evarorépa. 

(y) The context in ch. x. does not suit the hypothesis that the parts of 
§ 4 are resumés: §} 1 and 2 are on the compatibility of dxpaofa with 
ppdvnots and dewdrns, and are not recapitulatory; § 3, though begin- 
ning with something said before, introduces new subjects relative to 
dkpaota, and the contents of § 4 follow as though they were other new 
points. And generally, if the author intended to recapitulate his results 
here, he could scarcely have passed over so much that is important 
in the book, and have selected for repetition just these two things 
which form such an inconsiderable portion of the theory developed. 

21. To sum up: from the form, matter, and context of the two 
passages, it seems to be naturally inferred that they are not recapitu- 
lations of the similar passages earlier in the book, and that they 
belong to parallel versions. This conclusion is confirmed by the 
results arrived at on stronger evidence in the repetitions already 
discussed. The duplicate of the second passage seems wrongly 
placed : compare paragraph 34. 


SECTION VI. 


Nic, Er. VII. vii. (Tasie IV.) 


22. (a) In § 1, A,, the relation to one another of the dxparjs, uarakds, 
éyxparys, and xaprepikds, is determined. The first two of these yield 
(jrracfat) to the bad impulse, but, for the dxparjs, this is given 
by pleasure, for the padaxds by pain. The last two agree so far as 
both overcome (xpareiv) the bad impulse, and differ, like the first two, 
in its nature. 

kparety then is common to the éyxparijs and xaprepixds, }rracba to 
the padaxds and dxparjs. This is contradicted by § 4, 1150 a 32-b 1 
(A,), according to which xpareiy belongs to the éyxparijs alone, and 
not to the xaprepixés, whose action is merely dyréxew: and this 
difference is made a reason for preferring the former to the latter, 
because xpareiy is better than ui Arracdat. 

Two such opposite views cannot have been intended for the same 
context. 

(8) § 2 (A,, 1150 a 16), begins the subject quite independently and 
without any link of connection to § 1:—Emet 8 iat rép Hdovar, x.T.A. 

C 
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§ 2 seems to ignore § 1, for in the latter the kind of pleasure and 
pain which concern the characters under consideration is already 
formulated,—ras 80 agijs cal yedoews Hdovds kal Adnas: but § 2 begins 
as though this were not yet done, and makes the same statement 
itself in a different form, substituting for af 8” adfs Kat yevoews the 
terms dvayxata: (1150 a 16), and owparixal (1150 a 24). 

(y) One point remains in § 1, A,,—éoTt pev obrws gxew.... of 
moAXol Hrrovs (1150 a 12-14), i.e. dxpaola and padaxla are constituted 
not by yielding to any alike of the pleasures and pains of agy and 
yedous, but by yielding to those which most men overcome: éyxpdreta 
and xaprepla by overcoming not any alike, but those which most men 
yield to. 

All this is given again in §§ 5 and 6, with the exchange of dytirelvet 
for xpare? in the case of xaprepta, in accordance with the peculiar doctrine 
(see a) of § 4; compare § 5, 1150 b 1, 6 8 éddrclrwv apds & of ToAAol 
dvrirelvovot, x.t.A. and § 6, 1150b 6, duolws 8 exer cal wept éy- 
Kparetay, «.T.A., 1150 b 12—13, GAd’ ef Tis, K.T.A. 

23. Since then one part of the substance of A, is contradicted 
by A,, § 4 (a), and the other part is repeated in A,, (8 and y): since 
the repetition of the common matter is made in § 5 with a difference 
of form agreeing with the difference of A,, § 4, from A,, (y): and 
since A, has a regular beginning independent of A,, (8): it may 
be inferred that §§ 2-71 form’ an independent chapter, and that § 
is a parallel version of the same subject. 

This conclusion is somewhat confirmed by another circumstance ; 
A, gives as example of rpvd7, which is a kind of padaxla, ds &xet 
7d ivdriov, va py movnon thy amd Tob alpew Avanv. Such a pain will 
not fit the formula of A,, 1150a 10, according to which padaxla 
is connected only with the pains of dg and yedo.s, but may be 
included, with at least less obvious inconsistency, in the more elastic 
formula of A,, 1150 a 24, cwparikat Ada. 

24. Now it has been shewn that ch. x, § 4, init. is a duplicate 
of ch. vii, § 1, Zore pev ofrws exeww, x.7.A.; this again has 1ts counterpart 
in another version, A,, namely, §§ 5, 6, of ch. vii. (see above, y): 
therefore these three passages may be three parallel versions, one 
at least, ch. x, § 4, being probably a fragment whose context has 
been lost. : 


2 Excluding a part of § 3, for which see paragr. 77-78. 
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SECTION VII. 


‘ Nic. Era. VIL. ui. (Tasre I) 


25. This chapter has two independent beginnings, A (=§ 1, 1146 b 
8—14) and A’ (= § 2, 1146 b 14-24), each giving the subjects to 
be discussed in the next part, and their order. Rassow also has seen 
this much ; but the parallelism extends beyond, right through the 
chapter, and the versions are combined in a manner different from 
any of the preceding. 

26. In the present order of the text there are two difficulties 

of structure, the first of which seems to have been passed over, and 
the second never really solved. 
« (a) In § 3 (B,, 1146 b 24-27), wept pev ody Tov ddfay, x.7.A. begins 
the answer to the question aérepoy elddres 7 ov, kal m&s lddres. 
There is no use, it is argued, in saying that the dxparjs has not 
knowledge, but only opinion; for opinion may be as firmly held 
as knowledge, and therefore be as difficult to overcome. 

From the oty at the beginning of the next section (B,, 1146 b 27) 
either an inference would be expected to follow, or at least some new 
statement: instead of that, the same thing is repeated, and in very 
similar words : compare B, and B, in Table I. 

(8) The second difficulty is the relation of § 5(C,), and §§ 7, 8 (C,). 

According to what seems the necessary meaning of the words, C, 
explains the difference of explicit (or actual) and implicit (or potential) 
knowledge, premising that it has not been mentioned hitherto—ér. rd 
éxew thy emotnny GdAov tpdmoy tév viv pnbévTwr, «7.4. But the 
distinction has been made already and very definitely in C,, about 
fourteen lines above in the present text, with the same words (compare 
éxayv pey ov yp@pevos 5€ and éxew pey py xpjoda dé). Some have 
thought therefore that the intention in C, is to describe, not the 
difference of implicit from explicit knowledge in general, but a new 
species of implicit knowledge, distinct from what has been given (dAAop 
tpémov Tay viv pnOévrwy), and defined by the examples xadevdwr, patyd- 
pevos, olywuévos. It may be doubted whether this explanation would 
ever have been thought of, had it not been for the supposed necessity 
of reconciling C, and C,, for 1t does not seem to suit either passage. 

(i) If ddAAov tpdmov réy viv pnOévTwy referred to § 5 (C,), that 
section must also be the description of a particular kind of implicit 

C2 
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knowledge ; but it is a description of implicit knowledge in general, 
not of a particular species; in the words GAA’ émei dixGs A€yopev Td 
éxloracOa, x.r.A. knowledge in general is divided into explicit and 
implicit, characterized by the generic terms xpépevos and éxwy pev 
ov xpdépevos 8€é, common to both C, and C,, The reference cannot be 
to D,, as that only uses the general notion of potentiality (otx évepyet) 
given in C,: comp. also paragr. 27 fin. | 

(ii) If the second passage, C,, announces a new kind of implicit 
knowledge, the beginning should rather be ér: ré €yew pev ph xpjodac 
dt rH emornun GAdov tpdTov Tv viv pnbévtwy bmdpxet Tots avOperTots : 
the words ére rd éxew thy émornyny would naturally introduce a 
division of éye.v in general, not of a particular species of éxeu. 

(iii) 6 Kadevdwv, 6 patyduevos, &c. might be given as examples 
of a particular kind of implicit knowledge, but they might also be 
meant to illustrate the abeyance of knowledge in general, and the 
latter seems to be really the case in this passage. For ofoy in such 
construction (dore xal gxew (ruvd) mws cat ph exe, oloy tov Kadev- 
dovta kal patydpuevoy, k.7.A.)= exempli gratia, and does not introduce 
the completion of a definition, but only illustrations of a definition 
which is complete and has‘yreceded: but all that has preceded is 
vO éxew pev ph xphodar dé—dore éyew Tws xat py exe, ‘to have 
and not use,—so as to have in a sense, and yet not have,’ attributes 
common to implicit knowledge in general, and not marking a species. 
The meaning then of the last clause seems to be, ‘so that a man may 
have knowledge in a sense, and yet not have it, of which the drunken 
man and the madman are instances. dadépovoay takes up. dAdov 
tpémov, and the sense of the whole passage is, ‘ Again, it is possible, to 
“have” knowledge in a different way from what has been spoken 
of; for where knowledge is had and not used, the “having” is of a 
different sort, so that it is in a sense both having and not having, as 
happens in sleep or drunkenness.’ See also below, parag. 30, fin. 

27. The cause of the above difficulties probably is that § 4 (B,) 1s 
a parallel version of § 3 (B,); and §§ 7, 8, C,, of § 5 (C,). 

And this conclusion is made almost certain by the parallelism of 
the remaining parts of the chapter. 

The whole may be arranged in two parallel columns, as in 
Table I :— 

A’ (§ 2, 1146b 14-24) is the duplicate of A (§ 1, 1146 b 8-14). 

gu B, (§% 1146 b 27-31) of B, (§ 3, 1146b 24-27). 
C, (§§ 7, 8, 1147 a 10-24) of C, (§ 5, 1146 b 31-35). 
D, (§§ 9-12, 1147 a 24-b 9) of D, (§ 6, 1146 b 35-1147 a 10). 
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To D, should perhaps be added §§ 13 and 14, 1147 b 9-17: see 
paragraph 69. 

A’ and A, as already said, give each a table of contents, 

The rest discuss the problem ‘how can the dxparjs act against 
knowledge ?’ | 

B, and B, both reject the solution that the dxparjs has only dd£a. 

In (C, D,) and (C, D,) the answer is that his knowledge is only 
implicit, not explicit. 

C, and C, expound the distinction of potential and actual know- 
ledge. 

D, and D, apply that distinction to the action of the dxparjs 
through the practical syllogism. 

28. B, and B, resemble one another closely : so do C, and C.,, for 
though C, is much longer, it is essentially the same as C,, the new 
part being only in the way of explanation and illustration: compare 
the relation of C, and C, in chapter iv. (paragraph 8, 8). 

A’ differs considerably from A as to the scheme of the subjects 
(compare below paragraphs 29, 61), and in such a way as seems to 
make it certain that the two passages do not belong to the same version 
but are independent duplicates. 

D, and D, also differ considerably in the treatment of their common 
subject, as is of course possible in parallel versions: compare the 
relation of the first version to the second and third in chaps. vy, vi 
(Table III and paragraph 51), of the first and second versions in 
ch. vii. (Table IV and paragraph 55), and of many parts of the Nico- 
machean Ethics to the corresponding ones of the Eudemian. The 
presence of éwiOvyla in the dxparjs is mentioned in D, but not in D,: 
however, the very question which D, answers—‘ how can the incon- 
tinent man act from an impulse contrary to his conviction?’ pre- 
supposes that the impulse is émOupla. If §§ 13 and 14, 1147 b 9-17, 
‘belong to D, (as conjectured), then this is expressed also by 6 év 
to wd0e. Sv, 1147 b 11. The real addition in D, is what seems to 
be an attempt to explain how ém6upyla contributes to the abeyance 
of knowledge; but the author scarcely gets beyond the statement of 
the fact, and seems confusedly to represent the potential knowledge 
that the course chosen is wrong as making an active resistance. | 

The three passages in D,, dore cupBalver, x.7.A. 1147 b 1-3, adore 
kat 5a Todro, x.7.A. 1147 b 3-5, m@s Se Avera, x.7.A. 1147 b 6-9, have 
nothing to correspond in D,: but they are not absolutely necessary to 
the subject of the chapter. The main issue being to account for 
action against reason (Adyos),—irrational action, the writer goes off 
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in the first of the above passages to a consideration which does not 
help the solution of-the real problem: his account of the practical 
syllogism suggests to him that in a sense the dxparyjs acts with reason, 
and not altogether irrationally, because he reasons in a syllogism 
about what he does. This addition, as well as that about animals 
in the second passage, and the reawakening of knowledge in the 
third, do not disprove the parallelism of D, and D,. 

29. The beginning A (§ 1) of the chapter fits equally to either 
of the versions (B, C, D,), (B, C, D,), but its duplicate, A’, fits 
neither; for it proposes to start with the question as to whether 
the incontinent and continent man are differentiated by their objects, 
or their relation to their objects, or both together (ré wept & 7 To 
mas éxovres Thy diapopdy, x.t.A. 1146 b 14-18): see also paragraph 61. 
A’ then may belong to a third version, and it will be seen hereafter 
(paragraph 61) that this conjecture is not without some further 
confirmation. 

The order then of the.text being A, A’, B,, B,, C,, D,, C,, D,, the 
eombinations, A B, C, D,, A B, C, D,, are equally coherent, and 
each gives the same general result as the other. 

It seems to follow too that the compiler having before him, in 
whatever form, parts of two or three versions of the same subject, with 
corresponding members, A’ and A, B, and B,, [C, D,] and [C, D,], 
instead of writing the members of one version together in their proper 
order, and then those of another in theirs, associated corresponding 
parts of different versions; so that A’ follows upon A, B, upon B,, and 
[C, D,] upon [C, D,]: see Introduction, paragr. 3. 

30. The above resolution of the text removes all difficulty from the 
relation of C, and C,, for in the version to which C, belongs nothing 
has been said yet about potential knowledge, C, and D, being parts 
of a different version. The words dAAov tpdmov rév viv pnbévror, 
1147 a 10-11, refer to what has preceded in B,; there the only kinds 
of ‘having’ belief are having it doubtfully or having it certainly, 
‘ in each of these the ‘having’ being actual, C, adds the case where the 
‘ having’ is potential. 

The word rpérovs at the end of D, perhaps led the compiler to 
place C, after D,, compare paragr. 34 fin. and 87. rpdzop in the second 
version was doubtless suggested by rpdémovs in the first ; for it will be 
seen in the Tables that the language of one version often echoes that 
of the other in a slightly altered form; compare e.g. in this chapter 
ovbey dioloer emoripn ddf€ns of B,, with od@ev diapéper mpds Tov Adyov 
of B, ; a similar relation holds throughout the language of B, and B,. 
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The parallelism of the clause GAA’ émel diyGs ... . Exav pev ov xpe- 
pevos d¢....d3t0lcet Td Exovra piv pH Oewpodvra Se... . mpaTTew 
Tov €xovra (C,) to év yap re exew piv py xpyoda 3% dcapepovoay 
épGpev ri fw (C,), confirms the meaning ascribed to d:adépovcay 
above (paragraph 26). 

31. Another apparently erroneous view caused by the supposition 
that the chapter is a whole must be noticed. It has been said that 
B, and C, do not refer to dxpacia, and that the words dnAop ov 
Sri dpolws Exew Aexréoy Tovs axpareis rovrots, § 7 fin. 1147 a 17, shew 
that the state of the dxparjs is first discussed in C, (§§ 7, 8). This 
would be strange in itself, and seems to be disproved by the sen- 
tence in C,, 1146b 33-5, droloes rd Exovra pev py Oewpotvra be & 
py def ampdrrew rod éxovra «at Gewpodvra® totro yap doxet Setvoy GAN 
ovx el yi) OewpGv, and the inference in D,, xard re 3% rovrovs d10lcee 
TOUS TpOToUs aunxavoy Scoy dore doxe otrw piv eldévar py Oey Grorop, 
ddAws 5¢ Gavpacrdy: for these mean that the distinctions made remove 
the apparent paradox (compare devdv, 4romoy, Oavpacrév) that the 
axparns acts against his knowledge: for this is ¢he paradox which 
is before the writer, as is evident both from A and B,. 

The principles then laid down in C, and D, are intended for appli- 
cation to the case of the dxparjs. If the text of D, is complete, this 
would be implied obviously enough: but it seems not impossible that 
the text of D, is incomplete (see paragraph 69) and should be sup- 
plemented by §§ 13, 14; in that case the latter passage makes the 
application in express terms (69 fin.). | 

32. At the beginning of D,, § 9, 1147 a 24, @voixGs seems to have 
the meaning discussed by Waitz, Org. vol. 11. p. 354, and is equivalent 
to dvadutixés as opposed to AoyixGs : because in C, a general account 
(Aoyix@s) is given of dormant or potential knowledge in the dxparjs 
and others (6 xadevdwr, &c.), while in D, the attendant circum- 
stances are more accurately analysed which belong to the essence of 
the particular case considered (dvaAurixGs, dpuoixGs)—the action of 
the axparis. 


PART III. 


OTHER EVIDENCE OF COMPILATION. 


SECTION I. 
Nic. Eru. VIL. vii. § 8, and viii. §§ 1, 2, 3. 


33. Up to the seventh chapter, the subjects of the book have 
been put in a regular connection, outwardly at least, by transitional 
passages. 

These are :— 

Ch. 11. § 1, 1145 b 20, ra pev odp Acydpeva tadr’ early" damopyncese 
8° dy tis, x.7.A., which connects chs. i. and ii. 

Ch. ii. § 12, 1146 b 6, af wey ody doplas rocabral rives ovpBaivovow, 
Tovrwy d¢.... mparov pev ody, x.T.A., Which connects chs. ii. and iii. 

Ch. iv. § 1, 1147 b 17, wept pev ody rod elddra... . rocaira elpjcbw, 
norepov 5é, x.7.A., Which connects chs, iii. and iv. 

(Ch. v. succeeds ch. iv. without such definite juncture, but still 
without abruptness), 

Ch. v. § 9, 1148 a 21, dri ev obv axpacla... drt be Kal... K.T.A., 
which connects ch. v., the first account of unnatural vices, with the 
discussion of dxpacla @vyod in ch. vi. 

Ch. vi. § 5, 1149 b 23, ds pev rolvur aloylov ... . abrdv 32 rover, 
x.7.A., which connects ch. vi. §§ 1-4 with the second account of un- 
natural vice. 

There is no summing up at the end of ch. vi., yet ch. vii. is in- 
troduced sufficiently by its opening words. 

But at the beginning of ch. vii. § 8 this systematic method is 
interrupted, perhaps because the materials are now more fragmentary. 

After padaxla (vii, 1-7) a return is made to dxpacla, and a classi- 
fication of it into two kinds begun abruptly without any transition, 
1150 b 19. This again is succeeded with equal abruptness in ch. viii. 
§ 1, 1150 b 29, by a new subject, a difference between dxoAacla and 
dxpacla, which is used to solve a former dzopla. 
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34. In ch. vii, 1150 b 29 seqq., there is a certain unity of interest, 
the discrimination of dxpacla from dxoAacia, which is common to 
§§ 1, 3, 4 and 5, and for this reason they may have been put together : 
there is however no announcement of subject ; the five sections of the 
chapter have, with the exception perhaps of the first and third, no 
real organic connection, and can scarcely have been intended ori- 
ginally to stand in their presént relation. 

The object of § 1 is to point out the fundamental difference of the 
axpatjs and dxdAaoros—‘the former feels remorse and is therefore 
curable, the latter does not and is incurable; generally (dAws) they 
are different in kind, the dxparjs knows that his conduct is wrong, 
the dxdAaoros does not.’ § 3 continues this line of thought and adds 
to the difference between the two certain points of likeness; § 2 breaks 
the continuity of this context, for whereas the subject is the dis- 
tinction between dxoAacia and dxpacla it goes off quite irrelevantly 
to a difference between the two kinds of dxpagia which have been 
described in the last section of the preceding chapter (vii. 8). 

The words atréy 8 rovrwy, at the beginning of § 2, ought to 
refer to the characters dxparjs and dxdéAactos, which are the subject 
throughout § 1, since no transition has been made from them to the 
axparets, but, as already said, they obviously refer to the latter alone. 

It seems impossible then that § 2 can be in its original context. 
See also paragraphs 19-21 and 54. 

The statement in § 1 that the dxparjs is curable (lards) and the 
dxéAacros not, may have suggested to the compiler to put near to it 
the passage (§ 2) on a similar difference between the two kinds of 
dxpacla. It is true that the distinguishing word in the latter case is 
‘better’ (SeArtous), not ‘more curable,’ but in the duplicate of § 2 
(see Table V.) etiarorépa is actually found and—if it be not passing 
all reasonable limits of conjecture—this word may have originally 
suggested connecting the duplicates at all with this place, while the 
compiler may have selected vii. 2 rather than x. 4, because he thought 
the latter from the nature of the additions in it would interrupt the 
context too seriously. He may then have put the one chosen where it 
is, 1151 a 1, because this is the nearest place to the remark on the 
curability of the dxparjs where it could be inserted: and the word 
‘axpacla (7 S€ axpacla ov AavOdver) may have seemed to ‘give the 
requisite meaning to airéyv 5% rovrwy. Perhaps the last words are his 
own erroneous attempt to alter or restore the beginning of § 2 so as 
to fit the place. The phrase has occurred already 1149 b 25, and in 
‘Eud. Eth. IIT. iv. 5. 
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SECTION II. 
Nic. Ern. VII. viii. §§ 2 and 5. 


_ 85. There is evidence that viil. 2 and viii. 5 were not intended for 
the same context. — 

In § 2:— : 

(i) éxorarixol does not refer to the whole of dxpacla but to the cha- 
racteristic of the particular species described as zpozéreca in vii. 8, and 
is applied to persons of passionate or vehement temperament. 

(ii) So also of roy Adyov Exovres ph Cupevovres 5é are not dxpareis in 
general, but the particular species dodeveis of vii. 8. 

(iii) Thus then the terms éxorarixol and pi éypévovres, x.7.A. are 
opposed, as denoting different species of the same genus. 

In § 5 (see Table VI) these distinctions are not recognised: on the 
contrary, the passages, 1151 a 26, 6 éupeverixds xa ovx exorarixds did. 
ye Td 7d00s of the éyxparyjs, and 1151 a 20, gore 8€ Tis 3a mdOos 
éxorarixos Tapa Tov dpOdv Adyov, shew :— 

_ (i) That éxorarixds is used to characterize all dxpacla as such, not 
a particular species of it; and merely =‘ not abiding by one’s rational 
conviction.’ 

(ii) That pr) eupeverixds (=6 tov Adyov Exwv wh eupévwv d€) also 
characterizes all dxpacla and not a species. 

(iii) That the terms éxorarixot and pi €ppeverexol are identical and 
not opposed to one another. 

Such contrary usages can hardly have been intended by an author 
to stand in the same treatise, much less in the same chapter. 

The relation of éxorarixds to éupeverixds and wy eupeverixds in § 5 
is the same as that found in the rest of the book (except of course § 2 
of this chapter): see 1.6 (1145 b 10-11), i. 7 (1146 a 16-18), ix. 1 
(1151 b 3-4). Compare also for ya éupévery as attribute of all dxpacta, 
ix. 1 (1151 a 30-31, 35), ix. 5 (1151 b 25-26), ix. 4 (1151 b 17 seqq.), 
x. 4 (1152a 26), and vii. 1 (1150b 30), where the same seems im- 
plied. In the following px éupévovres and kindred expressions are 
applied to a particular species of dxpacfa, but not opposed to éxcrartkol, 
vil. 8 (1150 b 20), x. 3 (1152 a 18), x. 4 (1152 a 29), the duplicate of 
Vill. 2. 

For a more dubious resolution of the text, see paragraphs 72-75. 
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SECTION III. 
Nic. Eru. VII. x. 3. 


36. The passage ix. 6,-x. 2, 1151 b 32-1152 a 14, is to a certain 
extent a whole, because three opinions, mentioned in the list of ch. i. 
§ 6, 1145 b 8 seqd. .. are examined: (1) that the oddpor is éyxparys ; 
(2) that dxparjs and dxdAaotos are interchangeable terms; (3) that the 
the dpdviwos may be dxparns. 

(a) In the next passage, § 3, 1152.14 seqq., the interest passes 
abruptly to the dxparjs alone.—‘ The dxparns has not fully conscious 
knowledge. Though his act is voluntary—for he knows its nature in 
a way—yet he is not completely wicked, his deliberate conviction is in 
favour of the good. Nor is he completely unjust (though his conduct 
may be injurious), for he does not act with malice aforethought. He 
has good inclinations but does not follow them, like a city which has 
good laws and does not obey them.’ The drift of this is clearly 
not continuous with the previous discussion of the three opinions in 
general, nor with the last part of it (q.v.) as to whether the ¢pdvipor or 
decvol can be dxparets, yet it is introduced in such a manner as to 
presuppose continuity—ovde 87 ds 6 eldas kal Oewpdv. 

(8) Again, these words, with which is usually understood mparre: 6 
dxparyns, or the like, imply a close grammatical connection with the 
preceding sentence, that 6 dxparjs is the principal subject, and that 
the principal verb or verbal expression is akin to apdrre. But the 
sentence roy 5¢ dewov.... mpoalpeotv, 1152 a 10-14, does not satisfy 
this condition and has no connection with ovde 8% as 6 elds kal Oewpdv. 
It might be objected that this clause refers to 1152 a 8, én od ro 
eldévar pdvov ppdvysos GAAQ cat TH mpaxtixds’ 6 8° axpurhs ov mpaK-— 
ruxds: in that case roy 5% dewdv . . . mpoalpeciy must be in a paren- 
thesis, which seems too harsh to be possible; besides, the words ovde 
57 should, after so long an interruption, be parallel to éri ov, so that 
6 Ppdviuos should be the subject meant by 6 «ldés, which is of course 
impossible ; and the former objection (a) holds of what follows, 

From the foregoing, and from what has been said of § 4 (paragr. 
49-21), it seems probable that the end of the book is made of pieces 
not belonging to each other. From its subject, § 3 may have followed 
a comparison of the dxparjs and the dxdAacvos, such as that in ix. 7, 
1152 a 4; if this did precede § 3, perhaps the beginning of § 3 is 
imperfect. 


PART IV. 


ON THE ORDER AND AUTHORSHIP OF THE 
PARALLEL VERSIONS. 


SECTION I. 
Nio. Era. VII. iv. (Taste IT.) 


37. The style of the two versions in the chapter differs in a marked 
manner. | 

The first column (B, C, D,) reads smoothly and easily, and seems 
af worthy of Aristotle as anything that is ascribed to him. The 
structure of the whole passage is perspicuous, and the divisions of the 
thought are distinguished by appropriate particles, In § 2, 1147 b 
23 seqq., the clause beginning with éael (=‘ whereas ’) is answered by 
the whole clause dvayxaia piv .... dyaddy Kat 7déwv: this latter is 
divided into two clauses, distinguished by pév and 5¢, dvayxaia pev 
Ta cwpariKd ... 7a 5é dvayxata pev ov, alpera dé «.7.A. The rovs 
pév, referring to the dxpare?s xara mpdo0eow, at the beginning of C,, is 
answered by rovs dé, referring to the dxpareis dmAGs, at the beginning 
of D,. 

On the other hand, the second<«column (B, C, D,) is obscurely and 
awkwardly expressed in every part. In B, the meaning is perplexed 
by the insertion of the parenthesis tév yap jdéwv .... mpdrepor, 
containing the classification of pleasures, which should rather have 
been put in a principal clause, as in B,. The result is a sort of 
anacoluthon !, for through the intervention of 75éa in the parenthesis, 
Xpyuara vlkn and riz appear as examples of jdoval and émOuylas. 

C, and D, (§& 5, 6, 8d Scot wey .... Képdovs paper, 1148 a 28— 
1148 b 14) are well known for their puzzling syntax: even in good 
editions the main apodosis is placed wrongly. It is worthy of remark 


1 Punctuations different to that given in Table II only change the place of this 
anacoluthon, and make the sentence much harsher. 
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that it seems possible to find a way through these difficulties! by 
an inspection of the perfect structure of the parallel passages C, and 
D,. Thus the clause poxOnpla wey ody oddeula x.7.A. in C, is in the same 
grammatical position as dwAGs pev ov A€youev dxpareis in C,, and can- 
not therefore be the apodosis (or indeed an apodosis at all) to 516 Scot 
pev x.t.A. the main protasis, but is on the contrary subordinate to it, 
just as GmAGs pév ov Adyouey x.t.A. in C, is subordinate to the main 
protasis rots pev ody mpds tadra’ x.7.A. (1147 b 31): for the same reason 
poxOnpla pev ody does not resume the construction 816 Scot peév x.T.A. 
Again, as GmAGs prev ov A€yowev axparets (C,) is answered by zpoort- 
Oévres 52 TO xpnpdtov x.T.A. .... Kal Kad’ duoudryra, 80 In C, poxOnpla 
sey ov ovdenla..... Spuolws 5 ovde dxpacla «.7.A. has for apodosis 
dc dpoudrnra 5¢ rod TaOovs TpooemriOévTes x.7.A. (comp. 1149 a 16): 
Gpolws S¢ ovdé dxpacla is a part of the protasis, and dadAat de x.7.A. is 
a qualification of the clause of the protasis which has preceded it. 

In C,, 86 Boor wey x.7.A. is parallel to rods wey ody pds Tatra K.T.A. 
at the beginning of C,: the apodosis of the latter is at the beginning 
of D,, rév 52 wept ras x.r.A. This shews that the apodosis in thought 
to the former is in D,, and that there is no grammatical apodosis at 
all, the construction being quite changed at the words dozep ovv ovd’ 
évradda at the beginning of D,. 

Beside this anacoluthon there is in C, another. Avé Scot pey x.7.A. 
should have been followed by poydnpot pév odk elol,..... dpolws 
ovdé dxparets instead of poxOnpla pév ody ovdepla..... dpolws 8 ovde 
dxpacla, but the construction is lost through the digression beginning 
at xal yap Tatra ray dyadav. 

In D, the style is awkwardly brief; the sentence dozep otv od’ 
évradda .... dxoAacla, requires a good deal of filling up to make it 
grammatically coherent: this may be done in some such way as the 
following; damep ovv odd’ évradOa, dia TO pH Kaxlay elvat Exdorny 
aitav, dAAa tO dvddoyov [elvat| suolav, [ody amAGs A€yovor Kaxods], 
otrw didov Ste xaxet [ov Aexréov dmdGs axpaclay, ddd’] droAnmréov 
povny axpaclay Kat éyxpdrevapy elvat TUS K.T.A. 

The monotonous use of the genitive plural of the adjective, with 
classifying force, instead of an inflexion agreeing with the noun, 
sometimes needlessly, should be noticed :—ai pév clot ra yéver KadAGp 
kal omovdalwy, 1148 a 23 :—didxKovot Tov dioe TL KaAGy Kal dyabGr, 
1148 a 29 :—qcet tGv alperay Exacordy éort 5 atrd, 1148 b 3 :—H yap 


1 For a statement of them see ey. Rassow (Forsch., p. 130-1), whose solution is 
different. 
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dxpacla ob pdvoy devxtoy GAAQ Kai Tov Wexrdv, 1148 b 5:—xai yap 
tadra Tov ayabay, 1148 a 31. 

38. ‘ Eudemianisms,’ or rather what might be claimed as such by 
those who advocate the Eudemian origin of this book, seem only to be 
found in the second column and not in the first. 

(a) For instance: instead of the phrase aipera xa’ atrd in the first 
version, the second version gives dice aiperd, pices aipera dv adra, 
@icet cada kal dyadd, which may be compared with Eudemian Ethics, 
Book VIII, 1248 b 16—1249 b 3, where dyada dvoeu occurs six times 
with the same meaning as dyada dice: and aipera dioes here, and 
with the examples run and wAodros among others (1248 b 28). 

(8) In the second version these 73€a are said also to be ¢icet xara 
kat dyadd, and the jdoval, ro yever kaX@v Kal crovdalwy. Such an 
addition of xaAds to dya@ds is characteristic of some parts at least of 
the Eudemian Ethics: the author of which prefers to call the ideal 
man xadds kal dyadds, and his excellence xadoxaya@la. In the pas- 
sage from the Eudemian Ethics just referred to (1248 b 16—1249 b 3) 
the association of xaAdés with dyads is made throughout. On the 
other hand, the ¢éce: dyad are asserted in that passage not to be 
kaAd in the ordinary case: but yet as the author says that to the 
ideal man, xad@ xal dyaq, the dice: dyad are also xadd, this is 
compatible with the expression here, ro yévet xadGy kal onovdalov: 
for the alternative, @vce. kaka xal dyad, shews that ro yéver xadGv 
(fme.) is equivalent in sense to @v¥ce. xadd, which means not absolutely 
xadd, but xadd in the normal and right use, just as dice: dyad in 
this and some other places means not absolutely good, ‘but good under 
normal circumstances. 

(y) The second version adds to the example of the higher class of 
pleasant objects given in the first, v/kn, ry.n, and wAotros, two new ones, 
réxva and yoveis: there is a similar addition in Eudemian Ethics, 
1249 a 10, for evyévera is given along with wAodros and rysy as an 
example of gvaet dyadd. Compare however the examples of éxrés 
dyadd in Nic. Eth. I[. vii. 16, evyévera, edrexvia. 

(5) The addition of illustrations, Niobe, Satyrus, xaxds farpds, 
Kaxos troxpiTys, 1s quite in the manner of the Eudemian Ethics: in 
that work there is a fondness for adding to the Aristotelian examples, 
and sometimes short allusions in the Nicomachean Ethics are expanded 
into anecdotes. 

(c) The style of the Eudemian Ethics is not unfrequently perplexed. 
The awkward use of parenthesis in B, (1148 a 23, seqq.) may be 
compared with Eud. Eth. II, ix init., 1225 b 1—5: and the brevity 


’ 
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already noted in D, (see par. 30 fin.) and B, is akin to that of 
‘Eudemus,’ for the expression does not get from it vigour and point, 
but rather needless obscurity. 

39 (a). In the other version—the first column—there seems to be 
nothing either in matter or style which could be claimed as Eudemian ; 
except the use of émef, 1147 b 23, not as illative but meaning simply 
‘whereas.’ This however may be Aristotelian: it seems to be found in 
the Politics, see 1259 a 37; 1279 a 25; 13829 a 30; 1331 b 26; 1322 
b 7: the following too may be compared, though perhaps there is 
some trace of illative force in them, 1253 b1; 1325 b 33; 1829 a 2. 
Of these, two shew a construction exactly parallel to the present 
passage (B,, 1147 b 23)!; 1259 a 37 éaet 52 rpla pépy..... Fv, dv pev 
-.-- ey 6@....7plroyv 6&...3 1279 a 25 eed 5¢.... Sray pev... 
ras 6. ..; and so perhaps 1331 b 26 if the apodosis begins at rovrouw 
de, vel d¢ bu orily..... rovrow 8 éotiy éy pev.... ev dé. 

This meaning of éef does not seem to occur in Nic. Eth. I-IV, 
VITII-X ; but as the Politics, or at least a considerable part of them, 
are probably later than these books, that only suggests that the first 
version of ch. iv, bk. VII, may be later too: and there is independent 
evidence that whatever Aristotle may have written on dxpacta here is 
most probably later than the above named Nicomachean books, for they 
seem to ignore the existence of the discussion of dxpacla in bk. VII 
altogether?, But see also paragr. 93. | 

(8) Fritzsche has noticed that the words dAéa and yiyos are to 
be found again in Eud, Eth. 1229b 5, but not elsewhere in the 
Nicomachean books. They occur however in a different context, and 
their usage here disagrees as much with the Eudemian as the Nico- 
machean Ethics. 

According to Nic. Eth. IIT. x. xi. the cd¢pwy and axdAacros have to 
do with pleasures and pains, but the pains are only those of unsatisfied 
desire for pleasure. | 

Compare Nic. Eth. IIT. xi. 5, 6, 1118 b 28-1119 a 5 :— 

Tlept 5€ ras 

Avmas ovy dowep emt ris dvdpelas TH Dropéver A€yerat 

cadppwv dxdraoros 5€ ro py, GAN 6 pev axdAaoTos TO 

huTeioar paddov A Set, Sr. tay FSdwy oF tuyxdver 

(kat thy Adwyy Se woret adto  HSor}), 6 5 caddpwy TH 

1 See the beginning of paragraph 37. 

2 The solitary instance which might be alleged to the contrary is at the end of bk. IV, 
ote for: 3 odd  éyupdraa aperh, GAAG Tis uu’ SecxOnoeras Se wep? adrijs év rois dorepoy : 


but nothing is said of the subject in connection with owppoctvn. See also paragraph 
57a(4) and note, and paragraph 92, near the end. 
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J 
ph umeioOar my dmovcla xal ro anéxecOar Tod %Séos. 
6 pev ovv axddaotos emiOupet trav ndéwov mdyTov 7 
Toy padtora, Kai dyerar dnd Ths emOuplas dore dvtt Trav 
d\Awy Tadd’ “aipetoOary 316 Kal duwetrar Kal daotuyxd- 
vov Kat émdupdv peta Adis ydp 4% emOupia’ aréne 
S gouxe 7d Su FSovhv AutetoGar. 


But this chapter (iv of bk. VII) gives as examples of pains within 
the sphere of cwdpoovyn and dxodacla (compare 1148a 5-9 with 
1148415), metva, dhpa, adda, and wixos. The last two! of these 
are obviously excluded by the definition of bk. III: they are not 
pains caused merely by the desire for pleasure; it cannot be said 
of them, riv Avanv wotet H Hdov7. 

Two other passages in Nic, Eth. ITI, show how much stress the 
author laid on the exclusion of all pains originating independently 
of imagined pleasure. Ch. x, § 1, 1117 b 24-27 :-— 


"Ore pey 
ody pecdtns eort wept ndovds 7 swdpoctyn, etpytat jpiv’ 
qTtTov yap Kat ovx dpolws éort wept tas Avmas* ey Tots 


avtois 8& xal 7 dxoAacla dalvera.. 


ie. it is primarily of pleasure, and only secondarily of pain, so far 
as pain may be ‘ caused by pleasure.’ 
Ch, xu, §§ 1, 2, 1119 a 21-25 :— 


“Exovolo 5& pwaddAov Zorxey 7 axodagla ris deAlas. 
tH) pev yap Se ASoryy,  S€ Sid Ady, Gv ro pev ailperdy, 
vO 5 hevardv. kcal 1 pey Adan eLlotnor cal POelper Thy 
Tod éxovtos pow, 7 Se Hdovy ovdey ToLodroy motel, waAdOV 
& éxovoiov" 816 cal éroverdiotdrepor. 


If the account of cwdpoc’vn in the Eudemian Ethics (III, ii), 
which answers to the above part of Nic. Eth. ITI, showed the same 
deviation from the Nicomachean version as bk. VII, ch. iv, there 
would be some ground perhaps for referring the last to the author of 
Eud. Eth. IT. But, on the contrary, the Eudemian account (II, ii), 
follows the Nicomachean (IIT, x, xi), in mentioning no other pain as 
object of cwdpocdvy and dxoAacla save that of unsatisfied desire for 
pleasure: compare Eud. Eth. 1231 a 30-32 :-— 


1 The same is true really, though it does not concern the present argument, of the first 
two if caused by a physical want (where pain is the first thing in consciousness), and not 
merely by imagining the pleasures of eating and drinking (where imagined pleasure is the 
first thing in consciousness). 
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Kai ovx eloiv ovde Adyovrat dxdAa- 
oro ov yap trepBddAover TO xalpew paAAov 7H det rvy- 
xdvovres Kat AvmeicPar padAov 7 Sel pH TvyxdvovTes. 


The pains of édéa: and yxy are referred to (Eud. Eth. 1229 b 5) in 
the chapter on dydpela, and not in any connection with cwdpoctvn and 
dxo\acla, but associated with the objects of dvdpela and de.Afa. Eud. 
Eth. 1229b 1-10 :— 


Awd kat odddpa rivés dvres padaxot wept evia dvdpeiol 
elot, kai Eviot oxAnpolt Kal xapreptxol xa derol. Kal 57 
doxet oxeddv tdtov rhs dvdpelas elvar Td wept rdov Odvarov 
Kat thy TovTov AvUmny exew TOs’ el ydp Tis etn Tovodros olos 
mpos GAdas xal yiyn Kal ras rova’ras Avwas tropeve- 
Tuxds, WS 6 Adyos, aKivdtvovs otcas, mpds Se Tov OdvaTor 
kal padaxds cal mepipoBos .... éxetvos wey dy evar dd€ete 
detAds, K.T.A. 


Compare also 1229b 19, where Oepud and yWouxpd are mentioned in & 
context about poBepd. 

The passage last quoted-(1229b 1-10) ranks xaprepla and padaxla 
with dvdpefa and deAla: so in Nic. Eth. III. vii. 13, padaxla appears 
as a sort of deAla, 1116a 12-14 :— 

Té & dodvjokew 
getyovta revlay 7) épwra 7 Te AuTNpdv ovK dvdpelov, GAAG 
wGAXov Sechod’ padaxla yap Td ghevtyew Ta émlaova, «.T.A.: 


but neither the earlier Eudemian, nor the earlier Nicomachean ae- 
counts of cwdppoctvy and dxoAacla (Eud. Eth. II, Nic. Eth. ITI), 
connect padaxla and xaprepfa with them. | 


40. In subject matter the second version, as already seen, expands 
the main statements of the first. The additions in B, and C, seem 
a true advance: for example, the sentence mpds d&mavra 8 xal Ta To.atra 

. UmepBadAevv, commented on above in paragraph 8 a, is a valuable 
change of the gxovra trepBoAny of the first version, being an attempt 
to formulate more precisely the relation of the pleasures spoken of to 
morality. 

So also the introduction in B, of the third class, ra évayrla rovrwr, 
may be the’ result of an advanced view of the objects of unnatural 
indulgence as not being all cwuarixd, and therefore not all included 
in the twofold division into dvce. aiperd and cwparixd. The new 
matter in C, seems the result of afterthought, and the remark on 
poxOnpla (see paragraph 8 £. fin.) would hardly have been left out 
in rewriting. 

D 
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Of two versions of the same subject, the more advanced may be by 
the same author as the other, and written when his mind has de- 
veloped further: but, among other alternatives, it 1s possible also that 
the advance may be the work of another and even inferior writer, 
representing merely the general progress of philosophy since the first 
author, or the advantage which the second author had in having the 
works of the first before him. The latter hypothesis will be the more 
probable, if, while the advance is such as might be made by an 
inferior’ thinker under the conditions aforesaid, there are found real 
traces of inferior philosophic ability in the second version. And 
the inference will be much ene if there is a considerable 
falling off in style. 

By such an argument it may be proved that the Eudemian Ethics 
are not by the author of the Nicomachean. The former treatise 
shews an advance especially in the consciousness of problems which 
the latter does not raise, and cannot answer adequately, as for instance 
in the account of the Voluntary. But there is clear evidence that the 
author of the Eudemian Ethics has a far less powerful mind than the 
author of the Nicomachean, who could not, humanly speaking, have 
made such mistakes as the so-called ‘Eudemus.’ Nor can this be 
explained away by making the Eudemian Ethics an earlier work by 
the author of the Nicomachean, for the advance in the Eudemian could 
not have been retraced by the same author. 

41. In the case of the second of the two versions now under 
discussion, though the improvement is such as would in all probability 
not be retraced by the same author if once made, it is not too great to 
be due to the less able philosopher reflecting on the work of the abler. 
And on the other hand there do seem to be marks of less ability. 

B, begins with a division of objects causing pleasure (o.dvra 
noo), B, with a division of pleasures (jdoval) and appetites (ém- 
Ovuta). The object of B, also is to classify pleasures, but the author 
uses advisedly the words wowodvra ndovyv instead of jdoval, because 
the classification is primarily of objects causing pleasure, as the 
examples, riu7, vixn &c., shew, and only through these of the pleasures 
themselves. | 

The writer of B, does not seem to appreciate the reason for this. 
refinement, and taking instead the perhaps more natural formula, 
nooval kat émOuyla, involves himself in the inaccuracy—helped out 
as before said (paragraph 30) by the parenthesis—of giving 7déa 
and émiduunrd, vikn, tysn, &c., as instances of jdoval and émOupla; 
which of course is avoided in B,. 


\ 
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. In C, the fact of the greater guilt in true dxpacla is clearly 
expressed in the sentence 7 pév yap dxpacla weéyerat, ovy os dpaptla 
pdvoy GAAG Kal os xaxla tis; the corresponding phrase in C,, 7 yap 
dxpaola ov povov devxtov GAAG Kal Téy Wexrav éorly, is much weaker, 
and gets the author into a confusion, for here he makes wéyeoOar the 
differentia of the dxparis aaAGs from the dkparjs xara mpdodeow, 
whereas above (B,, 1148 a 27-28) the term Wéyec@a is used of the 
error of both. 

The substitution of dice. aiperd for atpera xaé’ aira, betrays 
perhaps some inexactness of thinking. In B, from the class of things 
pleasant (7déa) called dice: aiperd are excluded not only the objects 
of unnatural appetite, described in the next chapter—here the évayria 
Tov dioe aiperov—but also the cwuarid. In chapters v and vi dvors 
is applied in a different way to pleasure, so that ¢voe. #5éa (comp. 
eh. vi, @votxal jdoval) include the cwparixd, as the context shews. 
This to say the least tends to confuse, and should have been avoided ; for 
the pleasant object which in ch. v is od dice: 750 is the same as the 
pleasant object which is od d¥ce aiperdy (in the full sense) in ch. iv, 
while their opposites, dice: 7dv and dice: aiperdy, are not the same. 

It may be objected that the author of the second version in 
eh. iv may not have written the account of the natural and un- 
natural pleasures, yet this is the less likely because there seem to be 
three versions of that account, and the words évayria rovrwy seem to 
be suggested by it. 

42. The differences then in the subject matter seem to favour the 
supposition that the two versions are not by the same author. Taken 
by itself perhaps the argument is not satisfactory, for though like 
that by which the diverse authorship of the Eudemian and Nicoma- 
ehean Ethics may be proved, the evidence is by no means so decisive. 
It receives however important corroboration from the differences in 
style which have been pointed out in paragraphs 37, 38, and it may 
not be too much to say that the facts taken altogether point in the 
direction of diversity rather than of unity in the authorship. 


SECTION II. 
Nio. Eru. VII. vii. §§ 4, 5. (Taste VI.) 


43. Of the two parallel versions A, and A,, A, seems to be the 
later. 
(a) In A, it is said of the dxparjs that because he has not lost 
the moral dpyy he is BeAtlwyv tod dxoAdorov; in A,, that because he 
D2 


36 ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 


has not lost this dpx7 he is ejperdmecoros, which the dxdAacTos is not. 
The latter version is an advance, so far as it shews more precisely where 
the superiority of the dxparjs lies—‘ he is more open to persuasion.” 

So also the phrase xa0’ trepBoAnv is an advance of the same kind 
on the vaguer dvednv of A, (SidKew dvédnv, 1151 a 23). 

(8) In A, the fact of the preservation of the dpy7 by the dxparjs is 
shortly stated in the words od erat yap 76 BéATicTOy H dpyn; the same 
thing is given A,, but the author adds an account of its reason, based 
apparently upon what is said in Nic. Eth. VI. v. 6, about the relation of 
the dpx7 to xaxla and dpern. This looks like an attempt to improve. 

44, There seems to be some evidence that A, is by an inferior 
thinker ; at least there are confusions in it from which A, is free. 

The author of A, in trying to explain how the dpy7 is preserved in 
the dxparjs gets into serious difficulties. The sentence, éxeivos (i.e. 
6 dxparis) Bey ovv ciperdaesotos 6 5 8 od 4 yap dperh Kal 4 HoxEnpla ry 
dpynv 7 pev Pbelpe. 7 5¢ oder implies that the dxparjs has dpern. 
This way of speaking is contrary to Aristotelian usage, to that in 
Nic. Eth. VI..v.. 6, and to that in other parts of bk. VII (comp. 
eg. VII. i. 4); 1m fact, while in this book poxOnpla is often identified 
with dxoAacta, as here, its opposite, dpery, is identified with cwppootvn. 
The writer does not seem sufficiently conscious of the inaccuracy to 
avoid it by some modification of the term dperyj. He rather loses sight 
of it in a comparison of the dpxaf in morals to those of mathematics (see 
paragraph 46 8), in the circumstance, more especially, that neither kind 
is given by Adyos; and though this leads him to say that in morals 
the dpx7 is due to dpery, either d@voixn or éOi07T7, he makes no use 
of the latter distinction to qualify the ascription of dperj to the 
dxparys. It could be objected that this may have been done in a 
lost continuation of A,, but the thought does not seem to be going in 
that direction : see also below, paragraph 46 (y). 

To attribute dpfodo0kety wept thy apyny to voixy dapern looks like 
another confusion, for this is quite against the tenor of the doctrine 
about gvoixn dperj, which is given in Eth. VI. xiii. There it is 
distinctly said that @vowxi dpern does not belong to the do0f€aoridy 
but to the 70cxdy in the soul (VI. xiii. 2): from this point of view it 
would be inaccurate to speak of épOod0£etv as the function of dvowxy 
dpery, nor is there anything of the kind to be found in VI. xi. 

The substitution of the more determinate edyerdmetoros for Bedrloy 
disturbs the context awkwardly. For uy weretoOat, of the dxparjs, 1s 
retained (compare A,, 1151 a11, with A, 1151 a 23), and wézeorar 
said of the dxoAaoros; and whereas weweioOat means a conviction as 
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to the right moral principle of action, edyerdweirros for the dxparns 
does not refer to a change of conviction (a¥ perametoOels does in ii. 11), 
but to a change of will, for his judgment is right—olos py da 7d 
mevreto Oar Su@Kely, K.T.A. 

45. The foregoing arguments give some ground for supposing that 
A, is the later version and the work of a more confused thinker than 
the writer of A,. If this 1s so, with the same reasoning as in para-~ 
graphs 40-1 it may be inferred that A, and A, are by different authors: 
a conclusion doubtless open to dispute as far as the evidence goes 
hitherto given for it, but made somewhat more probable by some of 
the considerations in the next paragraph. 

46. As in ch. iv, so here, what might be thought ‘ Eudemianisms ’ 
are to be found in one version only, viz. in A,. 

(a) The first of these is the use of dmodécers: 1151 a, domep ev rots 
padnuarixots al drofeces. According to the Posterior Analytics, the 
term trobéceis is to be applied in demonstrative science not to all dpxal, 
but to a particular species of the class of dpyal named Oécers. There 
are places in the writings ascribed to Aristotle where imd0eots = apyy 
in the general sense of a premiss from which a conclusion may be 
drawn : but there do not seem to be instances of trodéces put specially 
for the ultimate dpyal of mathematical science as such. There is an 
apparent exception in Metaphysics, 1086 a 10, ldfas ydp cat od paby- 
parixas trobéces A€yovor, but the meaning appears to be simply ‘(though 
dealing with mathematical number) they use principles of their own 
which do not apply to mathematics, instead of mathematical ones,’ and 
trobécets is really for dpxal in the more general sense (compare in the 
same context, 1086a 15, alrioy 5° Sre ai dmoOEcers kal at dpxat wevdeis), 
not as the special designation of ultimate principles of mathematic 
proof; and even if it were, the exception would be accounted for by 
the fact that the author is speaking of a Platonic theory, and 
might well take the Platonic term. Still in Metaphysics, bk. IV. 
ch. i, imdeots 1s employed to distinguish the meaning of dpy7 as 
first principle of knowledge, from its other meanings’, e.g. cause 
of motion and change in general; and, as a similar distinction is 
wanted here, it is not impossible that Aristotle should have written 
as in the text. 

In the Eudemian Ethics jrobécers is the regular word for the first 
principles of demonstration. Compare Eud. Eth. IT. xi. 1227 a 8, 
arept pey ody Tod TéeAovs ovMeis BovdAeverat, GAAQ Todr’ eotiy dpy7 Kal 


11013 a 14, érr SOev yooordy 7d mpaypya mpHroy wal airy apy) Aéyera: Ted mpayparos, 
oloy ri drobveifeow al iwobécas. 
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bmd0eots, Gomep ev rats Oewpynrixais émiarnpats brobecers: Eud. Eth. IT. 
x1, 1227 b 28, domep yap’ rats Oewpyrixais ai tmrobéces dpyal, obtw 
kal tais mowutixais ro TéAos apyy Kal dadOeors: Eud. Eth. II, vi. 
1222 b 23-28 ... rats dxwyrois dpyais oloy év rats padnparikais... , 
Thy undbeow Gvedeiy .... : 

In Eud. Eth, VII. 11, 1235 b 30, is found (preceded by AaBety 
dpxjv rivde 1235 b 25) AaBely brdOcow érépay, equivalent to the 
Aristotelian expression, &\Anv AaBeiv (Toijcacba) dpxjv (also used 
by Eudemus) which shews a tendency to replace dpyy by imddecis: 
there is however something similar in the De Celo and De Gen. 
Animal., see Bonitz, Index 797 a 8 seqq. But more than this, the author 
of Eud. Eth. II. vi. expressly says that the word dpy7 is only rightly 
used of dpxal xwwyoews, and not of speculative first principles, these 
last being called dpyat by analogy, xa6’ duoidrnra. Compare too the 
fragment of Eudemus in Simplicius, fol. 3 (Spengel II), where also the 
Aristotelian use of dpyx7 is criticised, and the term restricted to mean 
dpx?) Kwiyoews (‘efficient cause ’) in distinction from airia (= ‘reason’ 
or ‘ground’). 

(8) Secondly, the comparison of the od évexa, or principles of action 
in morals, with the first principles of science is a favourite one in the 
Eudemian Ethics: see the passages partly quoted above (1227b 28, 
1227 a 8, 1222 b 23 seqq.) 

(y) Thirdly, as already noticed, the statement that dper) preserves 
the dpy7 in the dxparjs seems un-Aristotelian in form. In the 
Eudemian Eth. II. xi, however, there is something akin to this’. 
The curious doctrine is maintained that the rightness of the end 
(ré\os, oxdmos, 4px) is due to dpern; the right direction of Adyos, 
which calculates the means, to éyxpdre:a ; the perversion of the end to 
xaxla. This would imply also that dxpacla only perverts the direction 
of Adyos, as calculation of means, thus preventing the steps being 
taken for realising the good dpy7, while the good dpx7 itself is kept in 
the dxparns by dper7. The writer of this passage in the Eudemian 
Ethies, or anyone adopting his theory, might easily have written the 
passage in A, (1151 a 15-19): then, too, the sentence otre 57 Adyos 
SidacKkadikds TGv dpxGv otre évradOa, GAA’ dpern, might be very 
relevant; if as éyxpdreta keeps Adyos right, so dxpacla perverts Adyos, 


1 An examination of Eud. Eth. II. ix. seems to show that it was intended for an 
improvement upon, and reconstruction of, Nic. Eth. VI. xii. 7-10, and that the two 
passages could not have been meant to stand in the same treatise. This view, if right 
(for it does not seem to have been taken hitherto) puts considerable difficulties in the way . 
of those who attribute Nic. Eth. VI to Eudemus. 
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it is important to say that Adyos does not give the dpyx7, for if it did 
the dpy7 would be lost in dxpacia. 

(3) Lastly, the conception of gvotxy dperj which is found in A, 
is sometimes claimed for ‘ Eudemus.’ It does not occur in the 
Nicomachean Ethics save in Book VI, which is common to the two 
treatises, and it does occur in Eud. Eth. III. vii. fin. The argument 
hcwever attributing it to Eudemus seems unsound, and will be 
examined hereafter. 

Thus the later version A, contains several ‘ Eudemianisms’ real or 
supposed: on the other hand A, appears to have nothing of the kind, 
and reads like what it is customary to call Aristotelian. 

47. To the argument against unity of authorship founded on dif- 
ferences of subject matter, it may perhaps be objected, in the present 
section as in the one before it, that the more advanced version is not 
necessarily the later. The answer seems to be, in this case as in 
that one, that the relative advance is such as the same author would 
probably neither retract (though its form might be improved) nor 
forget in, a subsequent version; and therefore that if the more ad- 
vanced is earlier, the authors are different. Which is the same con- 


clusion as before. 7 
‘ . <a al A TN 
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SECTION III. ' oN, Poa 
Nic. Eru. VII. v. §§ 5-8. (Tasre IIT.) oe : 


48. The differences between the two passages B, and B, are not great, 

but such as exist are of the same kind in general as those between the 
two versions in ch. iv. 
_ (a) B, distinguishes (1) the presence of an unnatural impulse which 
is not merely present, but also overcomes resistance (xparetoOar 412) 
pdvoy éyewv) from (2) the presence of an unnatural impulse which does 
not overcome (éxew pdvov, pi kparetoOar 5€). By, with a little more 
formal accuracy, distinguishes (1) the mere presence of such impulses 
(rd pev oby exew Exacta TovTwy, k.T.A.), (2) their overcoming resistance, 
(3) their failure to overcome, (rd 3’ éxovra xpareiv 7) KparetcOat); and, 
what is really important, calls attention to the fact that the mere 
presence of (or liability to) unnatural appetites is an extraordinary 
depravity. This is somewhat like that part of the advance made by 
the second version of ch. iv. on the first which is considered above 
in paragraph 40 init. 

(8) The vague phrase jzepBddAovea in B, as compared with the 
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preciser (ov) xar’ dvOpwroy and (ovx) dvOpwxrlym, might seem at first 
by similar reasoning to the above to indicate an advance of B, on B,: 
but an examination of the earlier part of this chapter suggests that 
tmepBdAdovoa may possibly have been used as a designed correction of 
the formula of B,. In § 1, ch. v, the natural and unnatural pleasures 
are not characterised respectively by the terms human and inhuman, 
for the distinction is not confined to the pleasures of man (see 
paragraph 17 ¢, ii), so that some pleasures not properly human would 
be ‘natural.’ On this account perhaps the author of B, may have 
purposely avoided expressing the distinction of dxpacia in un- 
natural pleasures from true dxpacla by the terms human and in- 
human as is done in B,. This again perhaps connects the first part 
of the chapter, § 1—4 (A,), more closely with B, than B,, and accord- 
ingly B, may originally have followed on a lost duplicate version 
(Az) of §§ 1-4. 

(vy) B, (§ 8, 1149 a 19) only calls the unnatural dxpacla, Onpiddns 
i} voonparédys, without anything further; but B, adds several lines 
illustrating what is meant by the application of these epithets in 
other vices beside dxpacla. With this should be compared the 
elucidatory additions made by the second version in ch. iv. to the 
first: see paragraph 8 (8). 

(5) B, is more neatly expressed iingaehout than B,. There is a 
little inaccuracy in B, in the sentence 16 3’ Zxovra Kpareiv 7) kparetoOae 
ovx 7 atAq dxpacla GAN’ 4 Ka®’ Spoidrnra, for of course it is only 
kpareto@at which can be dx«pacia and not xparety. There is a greater 
difficulty in the opening words 16 pév oty éxew Exacta rover tw trav 
Spwv éort ris xaxlas, for they virtually make the liabihty to un- 
natural pleasures an excessive or extraordinary kind of xaxla, but this 
is all that could be said of dxoAacla (wox@npla) in the same pleasures : 
it is difficult to see what word the author could have used, but the 
point is that he does not attempt a distinction. The above however 
is not enough to prove that B,, which is in some ways an advance 
(see a, B, y), is by the less able philosopher. 

49. The expression 7 aémAj axpacla, in B,, looks un-Aristotelian. 
Aristotle seems not to use the adjective daAots in the sense of od 
kata mpdc0eowv, but the adverb amAGs: amd tpaywdla and the like 
are clearly not parallels. In the Eudemian Ethies the adjective 
occurs in a similar manner where the adverb would be Aristotelian : 
VIL. ii. 1238 b 6, dmAa dyabd=Ta GtAGs dyad, and again 1238 b 7. 
This seems to be the only phrase in either passage which could be 
called a ‘ Eudemianism,’ and it is noteworthy that it is found in the 
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version which seems to be the later, as before. B, has dmAds, 1149 a 
18-19. 

50. The facts in the two passages taken by themselves are too 
scanty to justify a conclusion as to their authorship, but their general 
relation to one another is parallel to that of the other versions treated 
of, where there is better evidence of the work of different hands. 


SECTION IV. 
Nic. Era. VIL vi. §§ 5-7; and VIL. v. (Tasuz IIL) 


51. The following relations between the three versions in these 
chapters suggest that the one in ch. vi (A,, B,) is the earlier. 

(a) As already stated, the terms ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural’ are 
applied in A, only to human pleasures; but in A, they are applied to 
the pleasures of brutes also. 

(8) A; has a further refinement in the distinction of that which 
is natural absolutely (47A@s), from that which is natural relatively to 
the particular kind of man or animal considered. Of this there is no 
trace in ch. vi. 

(y) In A,, ch. vi, the division of ‘natural’ and ‘unnatural or 
brutish ’ is made expressly within the class of bodily pleasures, and 
nothing said of unnatural impulses which are not bodily:—éri gorwy 
7) éyxpdteca cat 7 axpacla epi émOuplas Kai ndovds cwparixds dHAov. 
avréy bt totrwav tas d:apopas AnTréovy, K.T.A. 

owpatixal ndoval, without further qualification, and in such con- 
nection with cw¢poovvn and dxoAacla, would usually mean the par- 
ticular pleasures of dg¢7 and yedo.s mentioned in ch. iv, B,; and of 
these the author is probably thinking. 

But in A,, ch. v, the general formula, in which the classification 
is conveyed, implies no such restriction,—‘ since some things give 
natural pleasure ’ &c., not ‘since some bodily pleasures are natural :’ so 
also the terms 8: €6n, 51a poxOnpas pices suggest something more 
than mere bodily pleasures. It is true that in the first part of the 
chapter the examples are all of what might be called (in a wider 
sense) cwyarixd, but this may be unintentional, and such as tpiydv 
rirceis, dvixov tpd£es, seem to show that the author is not confining 
the species to the object matter which appears to be signified in A). 
The examples however in the second part, B3, of brutish vices not 
founded on bodily impulses of any sort, @npiddys deidla, yadrenorns, 
are evidence of a tendency to give @npidryns an extended meaning. 
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This characteristic of B, is another reason for supposing that it 
rather than B, belongs to A, for B, gives only examples of the 
two species of cwparixd which seem intended by the more limited 
formula of A,, ef Dddrapis xaretyey emiOvpov madlov dayeiy 4 mpds 
adpodiolwy aromov Hdovnv. ) 

(5) A;, ch. v, not only mentions more subdivisions of unnatural 
pleasure than ch. vi, A,;—see above, paragriph 17, e. 1i—but also illus- 
trates them by a number of examples: ch. vi, A,, gives no examples. 

(ce) The treatment also of different kinds of action concerned with 
unnatural appetites is less developed in B, (ch. vi), than in B, and B, 
(ch. v). 

(i) Both of these latter versions distinguish, as already noticed, 
susceptibility to such impulses, on the one hand, from their relation to 
the will on the other: of this there is nothing in B,, ch. vi. 

(ii) According to B, and B, dxoAacla and dxpacta have only to 
do with natural pleasure; B, 1s in agreement—rovrwy 52 mepi. tas 
aporas (i.e. Tas guoixds) cwppootvy cat dkodacla pdvov éorly, 1149b 
30, but misses out dxpacla, which however need not be inserted, 
because ch. iv. has decided that its objects are the same as those of 
cwdpootvyn and dkodacia. 

(iii) There is a more interesting difference of B, from the other 
versions (B, and B,). Unnatural or brutish faults are divided in B, 
and B, into two kinds parallel to dxpacia proper, and joyOnpla proper 
(GmAGs Aeyouévyn), and distinguished from them by the epithets xa@ 
Gpodryta, Kata mpdcOecv, Onpiddns: these refer to human action. 
B, also speaks of something parallel to dxodacla and awdpootyn, and 
distinguished by the epithet xara jeragopdy, in the sphere of brutish 
pleasures ; but of brutish pleasures literally, as the pleasure of brutes, 
without expressed reference to human action—.6 «al ra Onpla -otre 
cadpova ovre axdAaoTa Adyouer, GAN’ Kata peradhopdy. So Onpidrns is 
described below as if in a literal @nplov: od yap dépOapra rd BeA- 
TioToy, wotep ev TO avOpdt@, GAN’ odx exer, 1150 a 2, 3. This is 
accounted for by the fact noticed, that to this writer ‘natural ’ 
pleasure 1s synonymous with ‘human,’ and ‘ unnatural’ with ‘ brutish,’ 
and, accordingly, a man liable to unnatural appetites is so far a brute. 
The theory is notwithstanding generically the same in all three 
versions, only that B, and B, do not suppose such an absence of 
practical reason (mpoafpeots and Aoyiopds 1149 b 35) from the subject 
of unnatural appetites, as is implied by ‘B,, and therefore Onpiddys axo- 
Aacla and dxpacia are not such mere metaphors in the former versions 
as in the latter: this change in B, and B, seems an improvement. 
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(¢) The appetites caused by madness, Sid pavlay, may have been 
suggested to the author of A,, ch. v, by domep of patvdpevot tov 
avOponwr in B,, ch. vi. 6, 1149 b 35: but it must be noticed that the 
author of this passage is not dealing specially with the pleasures of 
madmen ; he is led to compare the behaviour of animals in a certain 
condition to their wrong acts, because reason is wanting in both. 

Again, the extension in ch. v of the terms ‘ natural’ and ‘ unnatural’ 
to the pleasures of animals may perhaps have been suggested by ch. vi. 
6, 3:0 kat ra Onpla, x.r.A. 1149b 31-1150a 1: but if so it is only 
suggested, for the same thing is not meant. What is said in ch. vi. 
is that dxoAacia may be used metaphorically for some abnormal 
states of animals (é&éornxe ris dicews); but the context shows that 
these states are only abnormal in animals in the same sense as dxo- 
Aacia proper is abnormal in mankind, not in the sense in which 
‘unnatural ’ vices are so. 

52. Two grounds have been given (see paragraph 48 £6 fin. and 
51 y fin.) for the conjecture that B, not B, belongs to A,: to these 
may be added that the illustration of Phalaris in B, has occurred 
already in A,. They have not however much weight: an illustra- 
tion might easily be repeated in this particular way in the same 
context, and as the interest in the second members (B,, B,, B,) of the 
parallel versions is for human conduct and bodily or sensual pleasures, 
it is not necessary that they should show any trace of the wider 
applications of the term unnatural pleasure, which may have been 
made in a-first member. 


SECTION V. 
Nic. Eru. VII. viii. § 2 and x.§ 4. (TABLE V.) 


53. In the case of these passages, there seems to be nothing to 
prove diversity of authorship; but there is an equal absence of evi- 
dence for the contrary. Compare the differences mentioned above 
(paragraph 20 £). 

54. The subject of either would follow well upon ch. vu, § 8: 
see Table V. The second passage would read coherently after it, and 
agrees with it in the use of the word peAayxoaArkol, in reference to the 
axpacia called mpoméreia : see above, paragraph 20 B. 

The first passage (viii, 2) differs, as already seen, from ch. vii, § 8, 
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In using éxorarikol instead of weAayxoArcol!; and cannot be read after 
‘It without some harshness, for airéy 8 rovrwy would then properly 
refer to the second of the two kinds of dxpacla mentioned in ch. vii. 
§.8, viz. dfets and peAayyoArkol, whereas it clearly refers to both kinds. 
The words airéy 8% rodrwy however do not suit their present context, 
as has been shown (paragraph 34), so it is possible ch. vill, § 2, 
followed immediately after a duplicate of ch. vii, § 8, if not after this 
passage itself. . 

On the other hand, ch. x, § 4 may belong to the same version 
as ch. vii, § 8, and may have followed it immediately, though this is 
doubtful. 


SECTION VI. 
Nic. Eru. VII. vii. (Tasre IV.) 


55. These two accounts of poadaxla and xaprepla are somewhat 
divergent. 

(a) The sphere of padaxla is wider in A, ‘had A,: see above, 
paragraph 23 fin. | 

(8) The characters concerned with pleasure ‘being cwdpwctvn, ey- 
kpdreta, axpacta, and dxoAacla, A, implies only a twofold division 
of characters concerned with pain, namely, the padaxds parallel to the 
dxparjs, and the xaprepixds parallel to the éyxparjs. To these last 
_A, adds a third character parallel to the dxéAactos, the common 
point being that.in both the action is 8:4 mpoalpeow :—épolws de 
kat 6 hevywv Tas cwparixas AvTas py du Hrray GAG da Tpoalpeow. 

The state of mind here described differs from padaxla apparently in 
' this, that the padaxds does wrong reluctantly (80 jjrravy Kat mapa 
apoatpecw), to avoid the pressure of a pain, whereas the other does 
wrong, in the same circumstances, without any reluctance, because he 
avoids pain on principle, and from deliberate conviction. 

The addition seers due to mere considerations of symmetry; the 
object being to find a member in the division of characters influenced 
by pain corresponding to dxoAacla in the characters influenced by 
pleasure, differing from padakla as dxoAacla does from axpacta. 

This may well be the work of a disciple thinking to improve on 
the original classification, who nevertheless does not find a name for 
the new species, but calls it, somewhat confusedly, eos padaxlas 


1 The two terms are combined in Problems, 953 b 14, 15, Tay peAayxoAKav Sos 
éxorartkol. 
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paddop, i.e. not dxoAaola, but rather a sort of padaxla. See below, 
paragraph 77. 

The logical result of this formalism would be to discuss the pos- 
sibility of adding a fourth character, differing from the xaprepixds 
as the oddpwy from the éyxparjs. Such a distinction would be 
invalid, and especially unintelligible if xparety be refused to the 
xaprepixés: but it is an obvious sign of weakness to complete the 
symmetry in one direction, and to be silent as to the reason for not 
completing it in the other. 

(y) Another unsuccessful attempt to refine is the substitution by- 
the second version of dvréyeww for xparety as characteristic of xaprepia: 
for this, so far from being an improvement, is a fallacy. 

In the case of a struggle between two persons, it would be of course 
true that dyréyew and vixay were different, and that vxay was the 
better of the two. If now the relation of opposing motives be com- 
pared to such a combat, dyréyew could only mean a balance of motives, 
where the agent is quite undecided, and no action results. 

But this is not the meaning of xaprepfa, nor 1s there any ground in 
the context for believing such a meaning here intended. And, if 
it were, the division ought to have been carried further, and a cor- 
responding character put on the side of pleasure, differing, as only 
withstanding pleasure, from the éyxparjs who overcomes it. The 
author seems to have been misled by the word xaprepeiv, he probably 
thinks of the xaprepiuxéds as ‘enduring’ (xaprepdv), or ‘holding 
out (dvréxwv) against’ pain which cannot be annihilated—compare 
the examples in §§ 5, 61—and in that sense cannot be overcome 
(xparety). But since this ‘holding out’ means that the man does 
not allow the pain to determine his will, it is xparety in the fullest 
sense; the other kind of xparety which he has not, is of no importance 
morally, because it is not in the sphere of his will at all. It is quite 
' mistaken, therefore, to rank éyxparjs higher than xaprepixds, on the 
ground that the latter does not ‘ overcome ’ in the sense described. 

56. Such embarrassments as the above are not to be found in A,, 
§ 1, and the probable relation of the two versions is, that the longer, 
A,, is the later, and that it is the work of an inferior thinker, who, in 
attempting to make advance on the other, only adds subtleties partly 
confused and partly fallacious. 

57. (a) Neither version seems Aristotelian ; if either is by the 
author of Eud. Eth. II. he must have changed his views. 


1 Compare aJso Arist. Problems 949 b 32 seqq. (the duplicate of 949 b 26 seqq.), and 
Eud. Eth. 1221 a 28, both quoted in the next paragraph. 
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(1) It has been shown that in the chapters upon dvipefa and 
awdpoovyvn, in the earlier part of the Nicomachean and Eudemian 
Ethics, xaprepfa and padaxla are related to the objects of the former, 
not to those of the latter. Either association might obviously be 
made according to circumstances; but the fixed usage of Nic. Eth. 
VII. vii, does not appear to be recognised elsewhere in the ‘ Aris- 
totelian ’ writings, except in the treatise Ilept ’Aperav xai Kaxiéy, and 
the Magna Moralia. 

In the following passages neither association is suggested :— 
Rhet. 1383 b 35 seqq., xal 16 wi dropéverw mévovs obs of tpecBvrepor 7} 
of tpudavtes 7 ol ev efovola paddov dvres 7) GAws of ddvvardrepor’ 
ndvta yap padaxlas onpeta‘—Prob. 949 b 32, da rl ijrrov xaprepotpev 
SupGvres 7) Tewavres ;—Eud. Eth. 1221 a 28, 6 pydeplay tropévwr 
Avmnv pnd el BéATiov, tpvpepds.—Rhet 1368 b 17 seqq., 6 & axddAacros 
mept tas Tod aodparos Hdovds, 6 5¢ padakds wept Ta PdOvpa, 6 dé dSerds 
mept Tovs Kivdvvovs. 

In the following xaprepfa and padaxla are connected rather with 
dvdpela and deiAla :—Nic. Eth. 1116 a 12-14, Eud. Eth. 1229 a 1-10, 
both quoted above (paragraph 32): compare also Pol. 1278 b 27, 
Kaptepodot moAAly KaxoTdOeray ot woAAol Tév dvOpdtwv yALxopuevot 
Tov (hv. 

In the following rather with swdpocvvyn and dxoAacia :—Pol. 1269 b 
20-23, WOAW... KApTEpLKHY, .. - AkoAdoTws mpds Etacay axoAaclay xat 
tpupepas: Prob, 880a 4, 5, Aayvds cat padaxds: Pol. 1270b 34, 
ote pi dvvacdat Kaprepety GAA AGOpa Tov vdpov amodidpdcKovTas 
dmoAavey Tév copatixGy jdovev: and less definitely, Eud. Eth. 
1225 b 30, xaprepety év wdbeot, Nic. Eth. X. ix. 1179 b 33, sadpdvas 
kal kaprepixOs Cv, Pol. II. ix. 1270 b 3. 

The treatise Ilept "Aper@v xai Kaxtov, on the other hand, connects 
kaptepta and padakla definitely with both sides, which is consistent 
with its apparent character of a late Peripatetic, compendium. 125la 
14, dxodovdet 5¢ TH SetAla padaxla, dvavdpla, x.r.A.: 1251 a 28, adxo- 
Aovbe? 5 TH dxpacla padaxla: 1250b 4 seqq., mapémerar d¢ rH avdpela 

. kal 9 xaprepfa: 1250b 12-14, éyxparelas 8 éort.... Katto Kap- 
TEpely, K.T.A. 

(2) Neither the author of the Nicomachean nor the author of the 
Eudemian accounts of awdpootvy and dxoAacla connect them with 
any other pains than what are caused by the desire for pleasure: 
see paragraph 39 B. 

(3) Even if it be objected that in the first version, A,, Avzas... xal 
gvyds might only refer to such pains, the answer seems to be that in 
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Nic. Eth. III. x—xi, there is no thought of separating the desire 
for pleasure and the pain of such desire as different motives, and 
constitutive of different characters, but they are clearly aspects of one 
and the same thing. Compare III.xi. 5, quoted in paragraph 39 8. 

(4) If either version is Aristotelian, it is later than Nic. Eth. III. 
which does not allude to éyxpdreva or dxpacla 1, (compare also paragr. 
39 a, fin.), and therefore Aristotle must have changed his view on the 
last two points (see 2 and 3); but this is very unlikely, for what would 
then be the earlier stage shows much greater insight into the psy- 
chology of Ethics. Eudemus might however have abandoned the 
doctrine which he did not originate and may never have appreciated ; 
certainly he does not dwell on it in the same way as Aristotle, and in 
excluding the pleasures of sight, sound, and smell, he excludes also 
the corresponding pains caused by ra aloxpd, ra dvdppoora, and ra 
dvoddn, which is superfluous, for they are not pains of desire, Eud. Eth. 
III. u. 6. 

(8) A’ (VII. x. 4, see Table IV), though very like A,, omits all 
mention of xaprepfa and padaxla. The passage is in itself too short to 
prove anything, and it is not unlikely that its immediate context has 
been lost, but from the foregoing (a, 1-4) it may be conjectured that the 
omission is caused by the absence from the first version of the book of 
any such direct treatment of xaprepia and wadaxla as that in ch. vii. 

There are other appearances which confirm this impression. 

(1) Ch. iv, D,, includes in dxpacla proper that yielding to pain 
which here constitutes paAaxfa in distinction from dxpacla: while the 
word padaxoi is incidentally used in a way which seems quite to 
ignore ch. vil: see paragraphs 83, 85. 

(2) The subject is promised in ch.i, § 4, 1145a 33-b2: but the 
relation of that section to its context is suspicious. It distinguishes 
four bad or immoral states, xaxla, @npidrns, adxpacla, and padakia, of 
which the last three are to be treated of together with the good states 
éyxpdreva and xaprepia: but the opening words of the book, ch. i, § 1, 
in what seems meant for an exhaustive division, distinguish only 
three vicious states, with no word either of padaxla or xaprepla :— 
tay wept ta 70n devxtdv tpla éotiv eld, Kxaxla, dxpacia, Onpidrns. 
ra 8 évavrla tots pev Svol SyAa’ TO pev yap dpernv Td 8 eyxpdreay 
kadoduev, x.r.A. Another difficulty in the same section (§ 4) is that it 
seems to assign a place to the discussion of @npidryns, not compatible 
with the present order of the subjects. 

(3) In one of the duplicate beginnings to ch.in, A, xaprepla is 

‘ Contrast in the corresponding Eudemian passage 1231 a 25, and 1231 b 3-4. 
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set down for discussion, in the other, A’, nothing is said of it, an 
there is an independent ground for thinking that A’ is earlier than 
A: see paragraph 61. 

58. Fritzsche remarks on 1150b 4, that the use of dé after Avan 
is not found elsewhere in the Nicomachean Ethics, and is repeated 
twice in the Eudemian, 1222 b 11, 1282 a 17, so with ddvvy in 
1280 a 3. If it be a ‘ Eudemianism’ it occurs, like the others, in the 
apparently later and less able version: but under the uses of azé in 
Eucken (Sprachgebr. d. Arist. p. 8), are given two references from the 
Nic. Ethics for 75ovy amd twos, 1173 b 29, and 11744 10 (X. iii. 10, 
ill. 13), and one from the Poetics, 1453 a 36. 


SECTION VII. 
Nic. Era. VII. ii. (Tasrx I.) 


59. Of the two versions, that in the second column seems to be 
the latest, on account of the additions which have been examined 
above, paragraph 28. 

B, and B, might be interchanged, and it cannot be affirmed 
certainly that B, belongs to the second version: it is however a 
little longer than B,, and adds an illustration—édmdAot 5? “HpdkAerros ; 
this is in keeping with the addition of illustrations in C,, and may 
give some slight ground therefore for assigning B, to the seeond 
version. 

With éy rats roirixats in D,, 1147 a 28, compare Eud. Eth. I. v. 1216 
b 11-19, where woinrixal émiorqpar includes mpaxrixal: rotro dé émt 
pep TOY émioTHUOY ovpBalver Tov OewpntiKGy’ ... . TOV d€ ToUnTiKGY 
émvotnpay Erepoy Td TéAos THS emoTHuNs Kal yvdcews, oloy tylea pev 
larpuxis evvopla 5& 4 TL ToLwove Erepov THs moAuTiKAS. Eud. Eth. I. x1. 
1227 b 28 seqq. (part quoted in paragraph 46. a), is less definite, but 
tats tmoutixats has probably there also the same wider meaning. 

60. Whether the two versions B, C, D,, B, C, D,, are by the 
same hand or not, there is a strong probability that (a) neither is 
by Aristotle, that (8) neither is by the author of the Eudemian 
Ethics—or at least of the second book of that treatise, and that 
(y) they are not by the same author as some of the most important 
parts of this book. 

(a) Against Aristotelian origin :— 

(i) The theory appears quite unworthy of Aristotle. The question at 
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issue 1s,—* How is it that a man knowing the right can do the wrong ?’ 
(compare VII. ii. 1, dropjoee 8 dv tis TGs trodapBdvev épbGs dxpa- 
teveral ris), or, ‘How is the struggle possible between émOvpla and 
Adyos of which the dxparjs is conscious, ending in the victory of 
énOupla ?’ 

Clearly the answer given in the chapter is worse than no answer: 
if in the dxparjs knowledge of right and wrong is not realised but 
dormant (p7 Oewpodyra & pi det mpdrrev, 1146 b 33); if, though he 
knows the general principle (the major premiss) which would con- 
demn his action, he has not realised the particular circumstances 
(the minor premiss) in his act which make the principle applicable 
to 1t;—then he does not know that what he is doing is wrong, and 
therefore is not dxparjs at all, A mental struggle is impossible, since 
there is no actual knowledge for appetite to struggle with. Aristotle 
could scarcely have acquiesced in a mistake like this. 

(ii) There is no trace of this doctrine in the other books of the 
Nic. Ethics; on the contrary, dxpacla is spoken of as though there 
were an active struggle between reason (Adyos, sometimes mpoalpects 
=‘ rational will’) and appetite (éa:@vpla), between the desire to do 
what is wrong and the conviction that it is wrong. Compare the 
following. Nic. Eth, I. xiii, 15, 16, 1102 b 14-25 :-— 


Tod yap éyxparots cat dxparods Toy 
Adyov cat rhs Woxijs Td Adyov Exov erratvotpev" 6pOds yap 
kat én ra BéAriocta wapaxadet’ galverar 8 éy avtois 
Kat Ado te rapa tov Adyov wepuxds, 5 pdyeral re Kat 
dyriteiver TH Adyp. drexvds yap KaOdmep Ta Tapadedv- 
péva ToD caparos pdpta els Ta SeEca TMpoatpovpéven Kivhoas 
touvaptiop els Ta apiorepa Tapadéperat, kal emt THs Yuyijs 
otrws* emi tdvavtia ydp at dppat trav dxpataév. daAA’ ép 
Tots o@pact pev dpGpev TO trapadepdpevoy, emt Se THs 
oxijs otx épGyev' tows 8 ovdey Frrov cat év rH Wox7 
vomiotéoy etval Tu wapd Tov Adyov, évayrioUpevoy ToUTw Kat 
déyriBatvor. 


Nic. Eth. IX. iv. 8, 1166 b 7-10, Stapdpovrat yap daurois, cal érépwv 
pey eémBupotaw GdAAa 8e Bovdovrat, ofoy of axpareis* alpotyrat yap avri 
tay dSoxovyrwy éavtois dyabGy elvar ra 7déa BAaBepda dvra. The 
following passage also is to the purpose, as there is no hint in the 
context that the knowledge is useless because merely potential : — 
Nic. Eth. I. m1. 7, 1095 a 8, rots yap rotodrors dvdvntos yi yvaois 
ylverat, xabdnep tots axparéow. 

E 
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(iii) The opinion of Socrates, that virtue is knowledge, because men 
must act for what is their truest good if they only know it (Xenoph. 
Mem. III. ix. 4), appears to have been strongly opposed by Aristotle. 
But ch. iii. is an obvious concession of the Socratic principle, as the 
writer of the last section of it felt. 

(iv) In Aristotle the distinction of potential and actual knowledge 
is made not unfrequently—compare e.g. Metaph. 1017 b 3, 7d dvuvd- 
pevoy xphodac TH emarhun Kat TO xpopevov: 1048 a 34, émorqpova 
kat Tov pr) Oewpodvra ay duvards 7 Oewpetv—but it seems never applied 
to explain dkpacla. 

There is an important passage for dxpacla in De Anima III, 
ix-x. 432 a 1-b 10, with no hint of the want of a minor premiss, 
nor of the theory that the dxparjs only knows potentially, not 
actually, that what he does is evil: the language indeed implies the 
opposite and stands in marked contrast to both versions of this 
chapter. Compare De An. III. ix. 8, 433 a 1-3 :-— 

“Ent kat émrdrrovros 
TOU vou Kat Aeyodons THs Siavolas dedyew re 4 Sudxew ov Ki- 
veirat, GAAd xara thy emOvplay apdrret, olov 5 axparis* 

and De An. III x. 6, 433 b 5-10 :— 

"Ewei 8 dpdéers yivovrar évavtiar dAdjAas Todro Se cup-- 
Balve. Stay 6 Adyos cal 7 emOvula evayrlar wor, ylverae 
8 éy rots xpdvov alodnow exovew (6 pev yap vods ba 1d 
péAAoy dvOddxew xededer, 7 3 emidupla 81a 1d 7dy° al- 
vetar yap Td on HdU Kal GaAGs 730 Kat dyabov ams, 
dea TO pu) Spay TO éAAor). 

The last part of this passage, it is true, implies some blindness 
to real interest’ on the appetitive side; but the first part clearly 
recognises, like the former passage, an explicit, not implicit, opposition 
of the Reason, that its voice is heard forbidding the action, and that 
there is a struggle, which could not be if the minor premiss were - 
either absent or only potential. This representation, which is a 
natural and not uncommon one, involves a latent contradiction, 
concealed however, both in early and in popular psychology, by an 
unconscious personification of Reason and Appetite. Some feeling 
of the contradiction might lead a philosopher of less acuteness than 
Aristotle to the theory of potential knowledge, but Aristotle could 
scarcely have allowed an answer so inconsistent with the insight 
into the mental struggle shown by Nic. Eth, I. xiii. 15-16: and 
there is independent evidence that he did not allow it in its absence 
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from a context in the Eudemian Ethics, where it would almost certainly 
have been alluded to if the writer had known of it: see below (f i. ii.) 

If, notwithstanding this evidence, it be objected that some such 
theory as this would be the logical consequence of what is said of 
pleasure in the chapter on BovAnors (Nic. Eth. III. iv. 5), rots aoAdots 
82) amarn bia Thy Hdoviy Eoxe ylverOar' ob yap ovoa dyabdy palverat, 
(comp. Eud. Eth. IT. x. 26); it by no means follows that Aristotle 
would be consistent at the expense of obvious facts (ra qaivdpeva 
évapy@s, VII. ii. 2), nor indeed was he, for it would have been 
equally logical to accept the whole Socratic position, but he did 
not acdcept it. 

Whatever may be the meaning of the obscure words in De An. 
TI, xi. 484 a 12-14, 


Aid 76 BovAevtixoy odK exer 7 dpebis. vixg 8 evlore Kar 
Kivel THY BovAnow* Gre 8 exelvyn ravrnv, domep chaipa, 7 
Gpetis Thy épeEw, Grav axpacla yévynrat 


they speak of actual not potential opposition. 

The syllogism in the same context is not used to explain dxpacla, 
and nothing is said of the absence or abeyance of a premiss., 

These facts in the De Anima are the more significant, because in 
that book itself, II. v. 417 a 2 3, different potentialities of knowledge, 
and their relation to the actuality, are described with some care: see 
especially 417 a 26-29, 6 wey Bri rd yévos, x.r.A. The distinction has 
been in part given before in De An. II. i, and is used again in 
Bk. III. iv. 8, 429 b 6. 

The practical syllogism occurs in De Motu Animal. ch. vil. with 
some resemblance of language to §§ 9, 10 (Nic. Eth. VII. iu), but 
this proves nothing, unless it be that the writer of this chapter in 
the Ethics used Aristotelian material in constructing an un-Aristo- 
telian theory. 

(8) Disagreement with the Eudemian Ethics,— 

There is in the Eudemian Ethics a passage which at first sight 
might seem evidence for ascribing the chapter to the same author: 
Eud. Eth, II. ix. 1225 b 11-16 :— 


"Enel 5% 76 éaloracdat kat 76 eld€évar dirrdy, ev pev Td exe, 
éy 8& Td xpioOa rH emorhun, 6 Exov ph xpduevos be ~ore 
pev as dixalws dyvody A€yotro, éote 8° ws ov dixalws, olop 
ei 80 dpéAccay py éxpyro. spolws 8% Kal pH eyov tis 
weyotro dv, el & pddvoy 7 dvayxatoy iv, ph exer BC dpé. 
Aetay 7 Hdovny 7 AUTH. 

E 2% 
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These words occur in the chapter on the voluntary (rd éxovcvor), 
which corresponds to the first part of Nic. Eth. bk. III: beside the 
different kinds of ignorance which in the Aristotelian account affect 
the responsibility (dyvodév, 5’ dyvo.ay), there is added another, the 
abeyance of knowledge only potentially existent. 

_ As already seen, the conception is Aristotelian ; but Aristotle, in his 
extant writings at least, did not discuss its relation to the volun- 
tariness of an action. 

Though this is done by the author of Eud. Eth. II, and though 
he speaks of pleasure and pain as among the causes which prevent 
knowledge from being realised, yet there is proof in the context that 
he did not so explain dxpacla. 

(i) Just before the passage quoted, dxpacla is examined at some 
length, Eud. Eth. II. vii. But it is never said that the dxparjs 
has not the right minor, or that his knowledge is in any way 
potential: the contrary is plainly implied; he is always spoken of 
as having a conscious wish (SovAnois) of some kind, not to do that 
which he eventually does. Indeed, what puzzles the writer in his 
aporematic argument is the conscious presence, in the minds of both 
dxparns and éyxparyjs, of two opposite impulses (évayrlat dppat), one to 
oney reason, the other to follow appetite. 

Compare Eud. Eth. 1224.a 30-6 :— 


Aoxet 89 7d Blavoy &ray AvTNpdv 
elvat, cat odOels Bla pty roel, xalpwy dé. 51d mept rdv 
éyxpary xal rov dxpary mAElotn dugioBytnols éotiw’ évav- 
tlas yap dppas exav airos Exacros airg@ mparre, dof 
& 7 éyxparns Bla, paclv, adédAxes atroy dnd rév Hdéwv 
émOupar (dry? yap apéAxwy mpds avrirelvovcay tiv dpe- 

wv), 5 7 axparjis Bla mapa tov Aoyioper" , 
and 1224 b 19-23 :— | 


Kat 6 dxparjs xalper ue? Tuyxdvean axparevd- 
mevos ob emOupe’, AVTEIrar Se Thy dm éAmidos AVIV’ 
olerar yap Kaxdv mpdrrew. 


Here it is rightly observed that there is a consciousness of internal 
division in the dxparjs, and a pain of reluctance, both quite impossible 
in the representation of his action given in Nic, Eth, VII. i. 

Compare also 1223 b 7-9 :— 

"AAG phy 6 dxparevduevos ovx & BovdAerat 
motei* Td yap map’ d olerar BéATioToy etvar mpdtrew de ém- 
Ouplay dxpatevecOal éoti. 
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and 1223 b 32-3 :— 
BovAerat pey yap ovOels & olerar 
elvat xaxd, mpatret 8 Srayv ylyynrar dxparns. 

Here the language implies, since nothing is said anywhere to the 
contrary, that the axparjs knows that he is doing wrong. 

(11) How far such a theory as that of Nic. Eth. VII. iii. is from the 
mind of the author is seen also from the following. These chapters 
of the Eudemian Ethics (vii. and viii. of bk. II) investigate the 
will of the dxparjs in a manner much in advance of anything Aris- 
totelian. The writer sees that the ordinary account (which is 
Aristotle’s and Plato’s) is beset with great difficulties as to freedom 
and responsibility. These difficulties are stated very clearly, and 
without any effort to underrate them. Since the dxparis, it is said, 
acts reluctantly and against his BovAnots, his action seems involuntary 
{dxovovov); on the other hand, as he is judged dd:xos, which implies 
that he is responsible, and as he acts xar’ émi6uplapy, it seems voluntary 
(éxovovor). 

The author takes great pains to solve this dzopla, but contents 
himself at last with a mere practical answer, quite inadequate to the 
question, that the action is voluntary because done after all from 
an impulse (6p) in the actor. Now if he had held that in dxpacta 
there was not actual, but only implicit knowledge of the wrong, he 
must have taken that into account in estimating its voluntariness, 
especially as he adopts the Aristotelian doctrine of the necessity of 
knowledge to responsibility. One solution he could not have failed to 
notice, even if he did not accept it :—if reason does not consciously 
oppose appetite there would be no struggle (évayrfa: dpyat), nor pain 
of reluctance at the act, and the consequent difficulties as to freedom 
would vanish: the only kind of involuntariness to be considered 
would be included under the formule avon and 8’ dyvovay (for 
which see Eud. Eth. IT. ix). 

(ii1) In no other part of the Eudemian Ethics does there seem 
to be any trace of the opinion put forward in this chapter (ch. 111. 
Nie. Eth, VIT.=Eud. Eth. VI), nor is it likely that it was an after- 
thought by the same author. The ethical stand-point of the Eudemian 
Ethics is essentially opposed to that of Socrates, as is proved not 
only by the doctrine of dxpacla, just cited, so prominent in Eud. 
Eth. bk. IT, but also by two passages, one in a later book, Eud. Eth. 
VITT. 1246 a 35-b 35, and one in an earlier, Eud. Eth. IV. 1216 b 
I-25, which attack and refute the Socratic dictum that knowledge 
alone is the sufficient condition of virtue. 
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In both the De Anima, then, and the Eudemian Ethics, excluding 
of course this book, the distinction of potential and actual knowledge 
is made; in both there is some discussion of dxpaofa; in neither are 
the two subjects connected at all with one another. 

(vy) Disagreement with the main context of bk. VII :— 

(i) Ch. ii, §§ 1-4, 1145 b 21—1146 a 4. 

According to this passage :— 

(1) The Socratic hypothesis conflicts with facts and amounte 
to a denial of dxpacia altogether. 

(2) If appetite is resisted by a weak, uncertain opinion as to 
‘right and wrong, and not by a strong conviction, there is 
not properly dxpacta. 

From (2) it follows a fortiori that there is no dxpaola when convic- 
tion is only potential, for then there is nothing which can resist at all. 

It is not to the purpose to object that this is an aporematic pas- 
sage, for it is never refuted, and it seems incredible that so much 
insight could result in the conclusions of ch. iii. 

A corroboration of diversity of authorship is that ch. in, §§ 3, 4 
(B,, B,), considers independently the position refuted in § 4 of ch. u, 
1145 b 31-1146 a 4, that the dxparjs has only dd6£a, and not émorjun. 
No reference is made to the former place: quite a different refutation 
is given, and, significantly enough, one that does not compromise the 
theory of potential knowledge in the same way. 

(11) Ch. vii, § 8, 1150 b 19-28. 

Of the two kinds of dxpacta here spoken of, one, mpomére:a, can 
be easily adjusted to ch. 11; but the other, which is clearly the more 
important and truer dxpacla, cannot possibly, because in this case the 
man has deliberated about the right course, but does not abide by the 
result of his deliberation from infirmity of will; he has therefore the 
fullest knowledge that he is doing wrong. 

(11) The language -of the book in general which describes the 
éyxparys and dxparyjs seems, naturally at least, to imply that reason is in 
actual not merely potential opposition to appetite, e.g. ch. ii, § 11, 1146 b 
1, 2, ef wey ydp ph ewémecoto & mpdrre, peranecOels dy exavcaro’ 
voy 3& wemecopevos ovdey Arroy GdAa ampdrret. In ch. viii, § 5, 1151 a 
20 seqq. the dxparyjs is 81a wdOos éxotarixds mapa Tov dpOdy Adyor : 
the éyxparjs (who must have actual knowledge) is éupeverixds cat ovx 
éxorarixds. Compare also the phrases odx éupeverixds (eupevdv) Loyrope 
(dfn, mpoapéoe, rats ddfacw) exotarixds Aoyiopod, efloracOar ris 
d6£ys, applied to the axparys, and in ch. viii, § 1, 1150 b 36, 7 ev yap 
kaxla AavOdvet, 7 8’ dxpacla od AavOdvet. 
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. (iv) The result of ch. iii. is never alluded to again in the treatise 
save in a short doubtful passage near the end, which does not seem to 
belong to its context, ch. x, § 3: see paragraph 36. 

61. (a) According to A the first subject for consideration is that 
which follows in B, C, D,, and B, C, D,, wérepov elddres 7} ov, kat TGs 
elddres: A‘ not only puts a different subject first, but omits this, 
at least in any direct shape, from the list. Perhaps, therefore, A’ 
belongs to an earlier version, which contained nothing about potential 
knowledge, and no such separate and lengthy investigation of the 
kind of knowledge possessed by the dxparjs. 

The writer of A’ may merely, as against Socrates, have maintained 
or presupposed what is implied by ch. ii, that in dxpacla there is 
a strong and active consciousness of wrong-doing (loxupa tadAnyis 
.... dvtirelvovoa), and have added that ‘this conviction could be dis- 
obeyed if not accompanied, as in dpdyqots (comp. ch. ii, § 5, 11462 4 
seqq.), by a desire to realise it, but opposed by émOvpla. He may 
have felt no more difficulty in this representation, than the author 
of the passages quoted from the De Anima and Nie. Ethics seems to 
have done}, and therefore not have dwelt on it further, which would 
account for his not putting the completeness or incompleteness of 
knowledge in the list A’ as a matter to be treated specially. On the 
other hand, the author or authors of the rest of the chapter perhaps 
appreciated better (see paragraph 60, a i.) the real basis of the 
Socratic paradox, and thus expanded the subject into a main division 
of the book, giving it recognition in the list A, and its other dupli- 
cate, if one existed. | 

The above is somewhat countenanced by the conclusion of A’. The 
first problem (4 dpx7 ris oxéyews) being, whether the dxparjs and 
éyxparys are differenced by their objects, or by their relation to them ; 
the fact that the dxparjs knows he should not adopt the pleasant 
motive (6 8’ ovx olerac pev didKxer 5€) 13 assumed as subsidiary to the 
solution of the problem, without any hint that the fact itself is a 
principal difficulty awaiting settlement. 

The omission in A’, under such circumstances, seems to be too 
weighty to be counterbalanced by the words in ch. 11. xal d€ov (nrety 
wept ro 7400s et 8C dyvoray rls 6 tpdmos ylverat Tis dyvolas: for, even if 
they are supposed to point to either version of ch. in. § 3 seqq., they 
may have been inserted when that version was added to the scheme of 
the treatise, for they can be removed without injury to the context :— 


1 The author also of Eud. Eth. II. raises no doubt as to the completeness of knowledge 
in dxpacia, 
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Saxpdrns pev yap Srws éudxero mpds tov Adyoy as ovK ovons axpaclas® 
ovdéva yap troAauBdvovra mpdrrew Tapa To BéATLoTOV, GAAG de Gyvovay. 
otros pey oty 6 Adyos dudirBnret rots pawopévors évapyGs, [cat déov 
ynrely wept rd mdOo0s, ef 80 S&yvorav, rls 6 rpdmos ylverat ris dyvolas] 
Sr. yap ox oleral ye 6 dxparevéuevos amply ev re dda yeveoBat 
spavepov. 

(8) If A’ really belongs to an earlier version, the omission of 
the subject of xaprepfa from it, which is contained in the duplicate A, 
is in agreement with what has been said of xaprepfa and padaxla 
in paragraph 57. 

A’ may be incomplete and thus the last argument (8) loses some 
force; but perhaps not the first (a), for if the question whether the 
dxparjs has real knowledge had been proposed at all, it would pro- 
bably have not been postponed to the present contents of A’. 

It may be added that voul(wy det defy rd wapdy 7d¥ SidKew in A’ 
(1146 b 22) is the only thing in the book like De An: 433 b 7, 6 pév 
yap voids 31a TO péAdov dvbédxew Kedreder, 7 8 EriOvula bid Td Ady: 
though it is unsafe to build on the coizicidence. 


PART V. 


ON THE AUTHORSHIP OF OTHER PASSAGES, 
WITH SOME CONFECTURES FOR FURTHER 
RESOLUTION OF THE TEXT. 


SECTION I. 


Niro. Eru. VIL i. 6; ii. § 5 (=A); x. §§ 1-2 (=A,). 
(Taste VII.) 


62. The first part of A, is parallel to A,. 

Both assert that the same person cannot both be ppdvipos and 
dxparjs; compare 1146a 5,6 with 115248 6,7: both give the same 
reason,—that the dpdviysos acts on the knowledge of the good (com- 

~pare 114688 with 1152 a 8-9), and that he has a good moral 
character (compare 1146 a 9 with 1252 a 8), and in both there is the 
same reference presumably to Nic. Eth. VI (compare 1146 a 8, 
dédecxrar mpdrepov with 1152 a 8, dédecxrar). 

Against attributing them to different versions it may perhaps 
be urged that, as A, occurs in the aporematic chapter (1i.), it is the 
preliminary discussion of difficulties (dzopfa:) on the 8d£a stated in 
the list of ch. 1. § 6, 8re 5¢ évlovs ppovluovs dvras Kal deiwods dxpareis : 
just as the dd£a, 6 pev dxparis eldas Ste adda, has its daopta in ch. ii, 
§ 1 seqq. and its Avovs in ch. 111; and so for other 3d£a:. 

68. But these last cases are not relevant; A, is not a mere state- 
ment of difficulties, and does not leave the question open, but settles 
it definitely and finally :—dAdX’ &romov" fora: yap éairds Gua ppdvipos 
kal dxparys, pnoee 8 ay oddels, K.T.A. 

A,,, on the other hand, takes up seriously what A, dismisses as 
scarcely worth consideration, and gives, as already seen, circum-~ 
stantially the same refutation as Aj. 

If only these two passages were to be dealt with, this might 
perhaps be attributed to forgetfulness, though the short and deter- 
minate nature of the subject makes this less likely; but beside the 
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evidence of compilation throughout the book, there are some other 
facts against their being originally intended for the same version. 

(a) A, corresponds closely to the opinion in ch. 1, § 6, dre.... 
gpovluovs évras xal Se.vods, x.r.A. for it treats of the relation of decvdrns 
as well as @pdvyors to dxpacta. 

In A, there is nothing about d8ewdrns; but this perhaps by itself is 
not important. What is important, there is no consciousness in A, that 
such an opinion has been proposed for discussion: (1) the passage 
itself is a part of the dopa: to another opinion, xal 6 pey eldas 
Sri patAa, x.t.A.,—the difficulties as to the presence of knowledge in 
dxpaoia, which take up § 1-5 of ch. 11; and (2) in examining these it 
is said (A,) that this knowledge cannot be ¢pdvyots, because that would 
involve an absurd result, viz. that the same man could be ¢pdyiyos and 
dxparns, for no one would ever maintain that the dpdvimos could, like 
the dxparyjs, do wrong willingly : see 1146 a 6,7. It seems incredible 
that a proposition thus spoken of should have preceded in the same 
context as an opinion actually maintained, and therefore to be dis- 
cussed. 

This opinion has really no daopla corresponding in ch. ii., as 
was evidently thought by the Paraphrast, for he writes a. special 
section for it, ch. v, having already paraphrased A, under the dzopla 
about knowledge in the dxparys1. There is no reason to suppose he 
had a different text, for he only uses the material of A, to construct 
the supplement. 

(8) There is another important ddfa in ch. i, § 6, the identification 
of dxpacla and dxoAacla, which has no dzopla to answer in ch. ii, but 
is discussed also at the end of the book just before A,, 1152 a 4-6. 

From the facts taken together it may be conjectured,—. 

(i) That the list in ch. i, § 6, did not originally contain the two 
opinions spoken of, which are not discussed inch. ii. 

(i1) That the presence of A, in the aporematie chapter occasioned 
in a later and less able version the addition to ch. i. § 6 of the opinion 
related to it ; and to the non-aporematic part of the book of a refuta- 
tion, A,, embodying A,; on the analogy of the ddfa:, dzopfa, and 
AVoes. 

(iii) That the passage preceding A,, 1152 a 4-6, may not, have 
been in the original version: this is more doubtful, for it might 
possibly have appeared at first without either ddfa or dmopla to 
correspond. 


1 This is misunderstood by the editor of the English reprint of Heinsius, who writes : 
‘ Hoc caput redundat ; repetit enim paulo aliter quae cap. 3. dicta sunt.’ 
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64. The order too of the list may have been changed, though this 
is by no means certain. It does not correspond to the dmopla: 
which the Paraphrast probably observed, for he gives the dzopfa: in 
the order of the 8d£az 1. 

The latter seem designedly arranged on a logical principle. The 
first three opinions are on the characteristics of the éyxparjs and 
dxparyjs, from more general to more special in order: the next three 
relate to the confusion of these characters with others, beginning with . 
the more plausible (cddpov=éyxparyjs) and ending with the least 
plausible (the gpéviysos may be dxparjs): the last is on other uses 
of the term dxpaota beside the normal one. 

The list may have been added to and rearranged so as to form 
a logical classification of the contents of the book, at or after the time 
when the version was written, containing A, (1152a 6-14), and 
the passage which precedes it, 1152 a 4-6. ; 

The obvious reason for not retaining a duplicate of it, supposing 
one existed, would be that the one list might be contained word 
for word in the other : or, if not quite word for word, the absurdity of 
twice stating the same item of such a list might seem too great even 
to the compiler. 

It is true that in Metaphys. bk. II,—which resembles this part of 
Nic. Eth. VII, though it is on a much larger scale—some of the 
dropta. stated for discussion (d:amopeiy) are omitted in the discussion, 
and the ordef not preserved. 

But (1) the first is taken first (mpGrov pev oty wept Sv mporov 
elrouev), and the order of the main divisions is generally adhered to. 
(2) Some of the questions seem treated together, vid. Bonitz ad loc. 
(This might be thought true of the opinion as to the compatibility 
of dpdvnots and dxpacla, but it can hardly be so for the reasons given 
above, 63 a.) (3) The statement of the difficulties and the discussion 
of them are both long and intricate, here they are both concise. 
(4) There is both internal and external evidence that the Metaphysics 
are imperfect. 

It is readily admitted that difference of order, and even omissions, 
may not be of weight in some cases; but here, the shortness of the 
passages, the importance of one opinion omitted, and the circumstances 
attending the omission of the other (paragraphs 62-3), especially that 
the aporematic chapter seems to presuppose that it is not in the list, 
make them worthy of consideration. 


1 Here again the editor has mistaken the reason. ‘Sectiones, quae sequuntur, quinque, 
sive Andronici ipsius sive librariorum errore, praepostero ordine videntur descriptae.’ 
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SECTION II. 


Nic. Eva. VIL i. §.5; ii G12. (Tasre VIII) 


65. Between: the beginning ‘of this book (Nic. Eth. VIT.=Eud. 
Eth, VI.) and that of the next book in the Eudemian Ethics (VII, 
which corresponds to Nic. Eth. VIII.) there are such relations as to 
make it probable that the two passages do not belong to books of the 
same treatise. 

The eighth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, as well as the 
Eudemian equivalent, opens, like the seventh book, with a general 
introduction of its subject, Friendship, ch. i. §§ 1-5, followed by 
some dzopla, ch. i. § 6; compare dcapqicBnretrac 5€ wept adras 
ovx dAlya, 1155 a 32, and 1155 b 8, dzopynudrwy: so in the Eude- 
mian version, dzopeirat 5? ToAAG trept THs PiAlas, 1285 a 4; but there 
is nothing to correspond to the remarks in Nic. Eth. VII. i. 5, and 
ii. 12, on the value of opening a discussion in this way. 

The Eudemian version of Nic. Eth. VIII. does introduce such a 
passage, thereby assimilating the first part of the subject still more 
to the first part of Nic. Eth. VII. It will be seen that this addition 
(Eud. Eth. VII. ii. 1, 1235 b 13-18,=X,) is very like the corre- 
sponding places in Nic. Eth. VII. i. 5, 11. 12, (1145 b 2-7 and 1146 b 
6-8, = X,,) though oe Ene is different ; compare the passages 
Marked). .3ssis8) OP vcsisarg Cevedee ¢, in both columns of Table IX. 

(a) It is on the — improbable that an author at the beginning 
of two books, consecutive or not, of the same treatise should give the 
same justification at such length of the aporematic method in general, 
and that too in the second instance, as though he had not done it 
before. In beginning a new book the way in which a former book 
of the same treatise was begun is not likely to be forgotten, especially 
when the beginning is of this kind. Still this is possible if a con- 
siderable time has intervened between the composition of the two; and 
want of opportunity for revision may have prevented alteration. 

(8) But there is stronger evidence of a different hand in the second 


passage ; and that there was no forgetfulness, The sentence ¢......°, 
ovpBaiver dé weve, x.7.A. 1235 b 17-18 in X,, appears almost certainly 
to have been written as an elucidation of ¢......0in X,, ra 3% xara- 


Aumety, 1146 b 7, which seems to have been understood by the author 
of X, as meaning that some of the dmopia: must be done away with, 
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and some left. The latter expression (xaraAtweiy) seemed paradoxical 
in connection with the sentence which follows, 7 yap Avows rijs dmoplas 
eSpecis éorwy, because an aporia consists of opposing opinions, whose 
opposition must be somehow overcome: the author of X, accordingly 
wrote the passage °......° to explain it-—‘ the opposition (évavrlwois) 
must be allowed to stand (éveww), if what is said is true in one sense 
and not in another.’ He seems to have thought the last part of X, 
obscure and unsatisfactory : if he were the author of it, it is difficult to 
see why he should not have altered it where it stands, for this is not a 
case where the nature of the subject necessitates that a formula should 
first be put in more general terms, and not till later made determinate : 
besides the statement 1s silently corrected without any consciousness of 
its having preceded in the same treatise; e.g. there is nothing like 
58 éerhéxOn piv mddau, od caps 8% ér€xOn (Post. An. 100 a 14: comp. 
Nic. Eth, VIT. 1138 b 26, Eud. Eth, 1220 a 16-20, 1249 b 3-6). 

These two passages from the Nicomachean and Eudemian Ethics 
are related like those referred to in the note on page 38. 


SECTION III. 
Nic. Era. VII. ii. §§ 13, 14. 


66. Emel 8 4} reAevrala mpdracts, k.t.A..... aloOnrixjs (comma after 
8pov). The object of the last part of this passage is to point out that 
the Socratic opinion about dxpacla agrees with the theory just given, 
inasmuch as knowledge proper has not been allowed to the dxparijs (od 
yap tis kuplws émiornpns elvar doxovons Tapovons, x.t.A.). The 
latter statement would be consistent with what has been said, if by 
‘knowledge proper ’ was meant the presence of both major and minor 
premisses ; for the dxparjs has only the major. But the context does 
not allow this interpretation. The reason it assigns for the absence 
of knowledge proper is ‘that the minor premiss is not so much of the 
nature of true knowledge as the major’ (8:4 rd pa KaddAov pnd? 
émiornpovixdy dpolws etvar dSoxety Tm KaOddov Tov ~cxarov Gpov). This 
must mean that the dxparjs has not true éxiorjun, because he has 
only the minor and not the major: which of course is in direct 
contradiction to the beginning of § 13 and to the rest of the 
chapter. 

It might perhaps be objected that this difficulty is overcome if 
ov sapovons be taken to mean that the universal is only present 
implicitly or potentially. But (1) it seems searcely possible that 
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od mapovons, without further addition, could be so understood, and (2) _ 
according to § 9 (D,, 1147 a 32) the right universal (major) is actually 
present in dxpaola, the word éveivas being used both of it and of the 
misleading universal (major). In the other version also (§ 6, D,) is 
read xpoépevos tH Kabddov GAAG pi TH Kara pépos, so that the dxparys 
may have the universal in actuality. 

67. The above seems to prove that this passage cannot as it stands 
be reconciled with the rest of the chapter. In the last part of it, od8 
airn mepiéAkerat ba 7d 7dO0s BAA Tis aloOnrexhjs, there is a similar 
confusion. It has been shewn from the context that ris xvplws 
éxiotnpns elvat Soxovons means the major premiss, therefore rijs 
aicOnrixs (émorjuns) must be the minor premiss given by per- 
ception ; compare also § 13, 7) reAevrala mpdracis bd6£a alcOnrod, 1147 
b 9. With rijs alo@nrixjs would naturally be understood zapovons ; 
but it is just perceptional knowledge (of the minor premiss) which 
is wanting in the dxparjs. To avoid this aepieAxouévns and not 
mapovons might be understood with ris alo@nrixjs, as the preceding 
clause is only a variation of ovdé ravrns mepieAxopévns. Then, how- 
ever, ala@nrixns émuorjuns cannot be a minor premiss of perception 
actually present, but the faculty of such a minor: this involves the 
harshness of making zepiéAxeoOat, in the clause ot8 atrn mepieAKerac 
$:a Td mdOos, refer to the distracting effect of 7400s upon knowledge 
when actually present, and in the clause dAAa rijs alcOnrixijs to its 
effect upon a faculty of knowledge: and the objection (paragraph 66) 
to what precedes both remains unaltered. Nothing is gained by 
supposing tijs alc@yrixjs to mean that PRONE In accordance 
with which the dxparjs acts (smd Adyou ws Kal dd€ys), described in 
§§ 9, 10 (D,, 1147 a 24-b 3), for rijs alcOnrixijs must be a minor 
premiss, as just shown ; and therefore the sense of the passage would 
be, that this knowledge contained no universal, but only a particular ; 
which is contrary to §§ 9, 10, where both a universal (major—avrds 
yAukéos yeveoOar det) and a particular (minor—vovri yAv«v) condition 
the wrong action of the dxparis. 

68. It seems as though the intention had been to express two 
things :— 

(1) To trae or complete knowledge is necessary the actual pre- 
sence both of the major and of the minor (7 reAevrala mpdracts xvpla 
ray mpdgewrv); the dxparjs has not the minor; therefore he has not 
true knowledge, and Socrates is in this sense mght—ov yap rijs xuplas 
elvat doxovons emornuns mapovons ylverat Td 7a80s. 

(2) ‘True knowledge’ (xvpia ésorjyn) may have another (re- 
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lative) meaning, the universal as opposed to the particular. The 
perception of the former is not perverted (mepiéAxerat) in the axparis, 
but the perception of the latter, for he has the right major and not 
the right minor. The knowledge therefore which is perverted in the 
dxparyjs, in the sense that the faculty of it 1s obscured and prevented 
from actualisation, is not the true kind. In this way also Socrates 
would be right: compare 11. 1, 1145 b 23-24. 

But it seems impossible to get this out of the present text, because, 
as has been shown, the position of the sentence xa 81a 7d jum KaOdAov 
.... 8poy prevents xuplws elvar doxotons émorjyns from having the 
right meaning. If this sentence be written after rijs xuplws.... 
ylveras 1d 7dOos, instead of before it, and dAX’ 7 alc Onrixyn read, the 
meaning wanted could be got, if adr could possibly stand for xvpla 
ém.ornun in the new sense determined by the clause xai 61a 7d par) 
xaOdAov x.t.A., which would be now interposed; but if this seems too 
harsh to stand, something has probably been lost. 

69. The words domep 6 olvwpévos rd ’EpredoxdAéovs, 1147 b 12, 
compared with dmodelfers kal éxn Adyovow ’EpmedoxAdovs in C, (1147 
a 20), and the illustration of the drunken man (1147 a 14), incline to 
the conjecture that §§ 13, 14 may not belong to the same version 
as C,, and should follow perhaps in the first column after D,. 
If this be so, ds odk fw rd éxew....’EpmedoxdAdovs in D, has been 
expanded into the passage which forms the last part of C,: 7 
redevtala mpdracis d6€a re alaOnrod Kat xupla tov mpdfewov in D, 
(1147 b 9) would correspond to 7 8 érépa (66€a) wept rav cad Exaord 
éoriv, dv aloOnos jon xvpla in D, (1147 a 25); 6 ev wdder dv to of ev 
trois #da0eow, which is found twice in C,, 1147 a 15 and 19. See also 
paragraph 28 mid. 

The compiler may have removed §§ 13, 14 from the end of the 
first version to the end of the second, as forming the best conclusion 
to the compiled chapter: the apparent intermixture of the other mem- 
bers makes this possible. 

It is not necessary, in order to support this conjecture, to suppose 
the compiler altered the tense in os odk Fv Td few, «.7.A., a8 it need 
only express reference to a current distinction. 

There should be a full stop after "EymedoxAdovs: and either éve/ 
has the meaning noted in paragr. 37, or (more probably) there is an 
ellipse,—‘ since the right major would be acted on if the right minor 
were present, (and the dxparjs having the right major does not act on 
it,) the dxparyjs cannot have the nght minor.’ Compare 31 fin. 
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SECTION IV. 
Nico. Era. VII. vi. §§ 1-4. 


70. There is some indication that the account of dxpacla dupod 
may be by the same author as the second version of ch. iii. 

(a) It is argued that @uyds is less disgraceful than émOvpla 
(‘appetite’), because the former is determined in a way by reason 
(Adyos) and the latter is not. Yet the explanation of action from these 
different impulses (§ 1, 1149 a 32 seqq.) makes Adyos enter into both: of 
anger it is said, 6 wey yap Adyos 7H 7 pavracla Ste TBpis 7H dAtywpla 
ed7jAwoenv, K.7.A.: Of appetite, 7 8 emOvula éay pdvor elan Ste Hdd 6 
Adyos.H 7 alcOnots Spya, x.7.A. 

Since listening to Adyos (dxovew tt Tod Adyov) is what differences 
Ovyds from émOvpla, the connection of Adyos with both sides is con- 
fusing; especially as no explanation is given, as for instance that 
different manifestations of reason are meant, and the very next sentence 
is 508" 6 pev Oupds axodrovdel TO Ady Tas, 7 F emOvula od. 

This may be accounted for perhaps by a comparison of ch. in, 
§§ 10-11. The special characteristic of the version to which the 
passage belongs is that the action of the dxparjs from émOuyula is said 
to be in a sense td Adyou (see above paragraph 28 fin.), and the 
author is so interested in his own addition that he partly neglects 
and partly confuses the true problem. The doctrine here (ch. vi, § 1) 
seems to be the same, and its introduction causes a similar confusion ; 
so that both may possibly be by the same hand. The association of 
gavtaola with Adyos is not irreconcileable with 11, 11, for the author 
is perhaps thinking that a sensuous presentation may be necessary to 
the consciousness of an injury. 

The passage in the Problems, 949 b 13 seqq., on the connection of 
Adyos and Ovyds, which may have suggested the present account, is 
free from these difficulties. 

A further obvious confusedness of expression is the use of dpy7 
mowy and épyl(ecOa: in such different references within the same 
context, § 4 of the chapter. In the second version of ch. 1. there 
seems to be another, more serious, inaccuracy: see paragraph 28 mid. 

(8) The style of the chapter differs very much from most of the 
book, as having less scientific form, and more vivacity of expression. 
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There are two graphic illustrations, of rayets rév dcaxdvwr, K.T.A., 
of ives mply oxépacda, x.7.A.: two amusing stories, 6 dmoAoyotvpevos 
Ste rov matépa rumro, «tA. 6 éEAxduevos td Tod viod, x.T.A.: two 
poetical quotations, 1149 b 15-17: and a Platonic personification of 
Ovuds and émbvula. 

To this also there are some resemblances in ch. ili., second version : 
compare the illustrations added in C, (Table I), which shew some 
fondness for description. In D, of the same version there is a 
tendency to personify faculties of the soul not found in the parallel 
passage, e.g. ) pev Adyer hevyew rotro n 8 émOuula dyer. Compare also 
dvayxh TO cupmepavOey vba pev pavar thy Yoyny, év 8 rats Trointixats 
mparrew evOvs, ch. iit. D,, with 6 (Ovuds) Somep cvddAoyiodpevos Sri 
def T@ ToLOvTH ToAEuELY, yaAETalver 57) EVOUs, Ch. Vi. § I. 

(y) There is some difficulty in the way in which the subject is in- 
troduced, Sri 82 cal Frrov aloypa dxpacla 7 rod Oupod 7) 7 TGv emiOvpLGv 
Oxwpjowpev. For it has already been said (ch. iv), if not in the same 
words, that the dxpacla: xara mpdécOeoww, including among others dxpacla 
@vpod, are less disgraceful than d«pacla proper, called here % wept ém- 
Ouulas dxpacla or H rév émOvpidy : but (1) this is not recognised, nor (2) 
is any reasan given why a special proof should be undertaken in the 
case of dxpactg Ovpod and not for the other dxpacla: xara mpdobeow. 

The want of organic connection with the context is even greater 
in the case of ch, iji: see paragraph 60, y. 

The position of dkpaola @vypod in ch. iv. is not without obscurity, 
for dvds cannot be called dice: aiperdy, ioe. trav KadGy kal dyaddr, 
aiperdy xa0’ adrd, in the same sense as the examples xépdos, riu7j, vlxn 3 
it is not classed with these higher 75éa, and dxpacla in respect of it is 
associated with dxpacla in respect of them without explanation. 
Perhaps the oversight occasioned later the introduction of a separate | 
proof, in ch, vi, that dxpacla dvuod is not so blameworthy as dxpacla 
of bodily pleasures: and it is worth notice that § 3 (1149 b 19), adds’ 
as corollary the assertion that it is not properly (a4mAds) dxpacla, 
without reference to the result of ch. iv, which may well have been 
thought insufficient. On the other hand, it is not so likely that ch. iv 
is the later, for an author with ch. vi before him would perhaps 
hardly have left the part on dxpacta Ovpod so ambiguous; nor does 
that part look like a later insertion into both the versions of ch. iv. 
Compare paragraph 94. 

71. If the first part of the chapter is really contemporaneous with 
the second version of ch. i, it would probably not belone to the 
same version as the remaining part, §§ 5-7, as this seems to be the 

¥ : 
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earlier of the three parallel versions ip chs. vy and vi. This does not , 
invalidate the argument in paragraph 47 (3), for wai dr éorw 7 
eyxpdreia i in § 5 may have been changed, to fit the place, from ru pey 
oby oT éynpdreta, which last would connect the second discussion 
of unnatural pleasures with the end of ch. iv, supposing ch. v 
omitted. 


SECTION V. 
Nic. Era VII. viii. § 1 and § 3. 


12, It has been shown (paragraph 34) that § 2 of ch. vin. 1151 
a 1-5, in all probability does not belong to its present context, and 
that § 3 seems to be continuous in subject with § 1: but the removal 
of § 2 does not clear away all difficulties. The words d\A4 ap tows, 
which mean that dxpacla and xaxla (==dxoAacla) are somehow alike, 
are followed by a sentence which, from its form, (ro wey yap... . Td 
dé. ..), should explain the likeness, but gives, on the eoateaty, the 
essential point of difference. 

If dAAd ay tows is put in a parenthesis, so that ro wey yap mapa 
mpoalperty, x.7.A. explains Ste yey oty xaxla, this ‘non sequitur’ is 
avoided: then the parenthetical clause affirming some likeness would 
be inserted as a qualification into, the statement of difference. But. 
the next sentence affirms the fact of likeness, and puts it also m the 
form of a qualification of the previous statement,—ov, pay dAN Spyoidy 
ye: so. that GAG a7 tows is not only most awkwardly placed, but 
quite. redundant. No improvement ia made by a transposition, and 
the clause can scarcely he a gloss, for the words od. yiv aAN’ cuoudy ye 
make a gloss too, obviously unnecessary. 

73. Is it possible that there is here also a combination of dupli- 
cates? The following alternatives are offered :-— 

(1) Perhaps the words rd pév yap mapa apoalpeow, x.T.r., 1151 a 7, 
should follow. after the last words of § 1, 7 8 dxpacla ov AavOdve : 
of the sentence removed the part dri pév oty xaxla... pavepdy may 
be a shorter cuplieate of xal Sdws 8 érepoy .... AavOdver Td pey yap 
wapa mpoalperw td d€ kata mpoalpenty éorw, and dAAd ty tows may be 
the beginning of a i as of ob pi GAN’ Syoidy ye Kata ras mpagets, 
thus :— 


ARISTOTELIAN STUDIES. 64 


Sti pev ov Kaxla 
/% ©6axpacla = ovK 


Kai ddws 8 Erepov 16 yévos dxpaclas cat naxlas, 9 bey 
yap kaxla Aav@dver 7 8 dxpacta ob AavOdveu 7d pev yap 
mapa mpoalpeow 1d 8& xata. mpoalpecly éorww" || ort,  davepdv. 
od pay GAN’ Spoidy ye xata tas wpdgeis, K.t.A. || AAAd mH Ioas. 
| (2) The neuter genders, ‘however, which precede and follow the 


feminines in the present text, as well as the correspondence (in effect) 
of the words marked »......>, suggest a different resolution, thus :— 





*Kai dAws 8 Erepoy ro yévos axpac- || *8r. yey ovvy xaxla 4 dxpacla 
las kat xaxlas*, 7d wey yap mapa mpo- || ovK éort, pavepdy'® >% pev yap 
alpecwv, to 5¢ xara mpoalpecty éor- || xaxla AavOdver } 8 axpactla od, 
ww’ Cod pay add Syoidy ye Kata ras || AavOdver> °dAAd Ty tows... .° 
mpagers ° | 

The position of éAAd ay tows is, however, awkward, yet perhaps not 
more so than that of a\Ad pty def ye, in VIL. un. 6,1146a12. For 
such short duplicates see paragraph 89. 

74. If §§ 1 and 3 formed a continuous whole originally in some 
way, and the compiler inserted § 2 into it (see paragr. 34), he might 
' have written 8ri pév ody xaxla, x.7.A., § 3, to connect again the last 
half with the part to which it was originally contiguous; but then he 
would have no conceivable reason to add the words ddAd zy tows, 80 
that this explanation seems unlikely. 


SECTION VI. 
Nic. Eryn, VII. vii. $9 1, 3, 4, 5. 


75. Ch. vin. § 4-5, has already been resolved into two duplicates, 
A, and A,: see Part IL., Section II. 

To these versions the contents of the passage formed by uniting § 1 
and § 3 of the same chapter, § 2 being omitted (paragr. 34), shew 
a, general parallelism. 

The subject of the three, A’, Aj, A,, may be divided as follows :— 
(a) Difference of the dxparjs and dxdéAacros. 

(1) The dxparyjs better than the axéAacros.— 
| A’, 6 pey aviatos, 6 8 lards. 

A,, éxetvos pey oty ebyerdmerotos, 6D ov, K.T.A. 
A,, 6 axparis BeAtlwy tod dxoAdorov ovdt dadAos dmAGs, KTAL 

(2) The reason of this is that the dxdéAacros believes he is night, 

the dxparijs knows he is wrong.— 
F 2 
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A’, 6 dxdd\aotos .... ob perapeAntixds’ eupéver yap Ti mpoatpéces 
(i.e. he acts with the conviction that he is nght), 6 8 
dxparis perapeAntixds. tmapa mpoalpeow, 1151 a 7. 

A,, 6 pey rovodros olos py da TO TemeicOa didxew .... 6 Se 
TETELOTAL. . 

A,, dote 3 elvat rovodroy ofoy wemetoOa didxew .. . Sev . . . ov 
Kparet, 

To 7 pev xaxla AavOdver } 8 axpacla ob AavOdver in A’ correspon 

the more precise accounts in A, and A, :— 

A., 7 yap dperh xa 4 ox Onpla rhv apxiv 7 pev POclper 7 5€ va et. 

A,, od(era: yap rd BéArioTov 7 apx7}. 

(8) The resemblance of the dxparjs and dxdéAacros.— 

A’, od pay GAN Spody ye xara ras mpdfers . . . . of axparets Gduxoe 
Bev ovx eloly, ddtxodor Sé. 

In A, and A, the likeness is not dwelt on so expressly, but yet 

they supply a more precise formula for it. In A, the common. 
point is dudKew tas xad’ trepBodrrv kal mapa tov dpOdv Adyov 
cwparixas mdovds, so also in A,, dy doTe pev pi) wparrew Kara 

rov dpbdv Adyov, x.r.A., 1151 a 21-24. 

Is it. possible then that A’ is a third parallel version? For this 
conjecture there. is some support beside the correspondence of the 
subject matter; for it has been already shewn that A, can scarcely. 
follow after A’ (see paragraph 11), and A, begins as though it were 
introducing a new subject, with no indication whatever that a discus- 
sion so parallel to it has preceded. If A’, Aj, A,, are three parallel 
versions, then A’ is probably the earliest, because, a8 the above analysis 
shows, A, and A, treat the subject common to the three in a more 
technical and formal manner, and carry the investigation a little 
deeper. | 

If § 3 be not joined to § 1, the parallelism will only be altered by 
the omission of (8). 

76. The passage in § 7 of ch. x., Sporor 3& Kal 6 dxparis Kal 6 
dxdAaotos Erepor pev dvres, Guddrepor 3@ Ta cwpatiKa Hdéa SidKovorr, 
GAN’ 6 pty Kat oldpevos dety 6 8 ovdK oldyevos, might belong to a different 
part of the same version of the treatise as either A, or A,, because, 
as before said, they do not draw special attention to the likeness 
between the dxparyjs and dxdAaoros, though they give material for 
determining it: oldyevos dety compared with A, (1151 a 23), suggests 
connection with A, rather than A,. 
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SECTION VIL. 
Eru. Nic. VII. vii. § 3. (Tasie IV.) — 


77. In the words r&v 8) AexOévrwy 7d pev padraxlas eldos pwaddov 6 
& dxdAacros, 1150 a 31-2, there is great difficulty, for they do not 
in the least accord with what has gone before. The only character 
in the preceding section (§ 3, 1150 a 25-31) which could be taken 
for padaxlas efos is that of the pH mpoatpodpevos whose motive is to 
avoid the pain of éx:Oupla, and this has been spoken of in connection 
with dxpacla and not dxodacla (rév 8% pr mpoatpodpévwy 6 pev dyerar 
ba tiv Hdovyv, 6 St ba 7d hetyew Thy Adany Thy and THs emOvplas) : 
nor has anything been said of it which could occasion the remark that 
it is not to be confused with dxoAacla (‘rather a sort of padaxla than 
dxodacla’), but on the contrary it has been assigned to a class of the 
#1) ™mpoaipotvpevot, and so is definitely opposed to dxoAacla which is 
d:a ampoalpeow. Again, why padaxlas efdos and not podraxla? the 
division of the yi mpoatpodpevor is exhaustive as its form shows, and 
should include all dxpacla and all padaxla. 

The incoherence disappears if the whole passage rév 8? i) mpoarpov- 
péevev ... xelpwy rod dxparods be removed, so that the sentence rép 37 
AexOévrov, x.t.A. comes after § 2 (at 1150 a 25), and refers to it. For 
the main interest of § 2 is in two characters, the dxdAacros and 6 
getvywy tas coparixas A’Tas ph SC Frrav dAAd 81a apoalpeow: the 
latter has been associated with the dxdéAacros because he acts 81a 
apoatpecty and on a bodily impulse; hence it is relevant to call 
attention to the distinction between them and say that the one (6 
petywr Tas cwoparixas AUTas, K.T.A.) is not the true dxéAacros (whose 
motive is pleasure), but rather (uaAAov) allied to the padaxds (because 
the motive is pain): and the author uses the words padaxlas efdos 
of the character, and not padaxfa, intentionally, because padaxla proper 
differs from it in not being 814 mpoalpeow. Comp. paragr. 55 f. 

78. This result cannot be secured by merely putting the removed 
passage into a parenthesis. The matter in it cannot be treated as 
parenthetical: for, if it remains where it is, a definite transition is 
made from the characters whose wrong action is 5:4 mpoalpeow, the 
d&xdédaoros on the side of pleasure and his counterpart of the side of 
pain, to the pi) zpoatpodjpevor who are the d«parjs and the detywp tiv 
AUmnv thy awd THs emOvelas; after this it would be impossible to 
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return to the first set of characters by the mere words réy Aexdevrav 
0. Op... 66 «7.A., and it is clear that the case is not altered 
by the interposition of the clause mavrit 8 ay ddfere . . . axdAaotos 
xelpwv rod dxparods, which has only to do with the dxéAacros and 
the axparjs. 

Nor is it enough to write rév 51) AexOévrwv, «.7.A. before § 3 (i.e. 
before rév 8% yt) mpoatpovpévav) mstead of after it, for there are 
other difficulties. In the first place the sentence ravri 3 dv bd€ete, 
k.T.A, interrupts in the most irrelevant manner & context which has for 
its object to explain the characters of xaprep(a and padaxla; and in the 
second place it is equally difficult to keep the’ first part of § 3 in the 
text, because it makes the pain to which the wadaxds yields that of un- 
satisfied desire, which by no means suits the description of the padraxds 
in §§ 5, 6, where the examples are certainly not of such pains. 

An obvious suggestion is the alteration of dxéAacros into dxparys 
in § 3, fin., 1150 a 32: but (1) that does not overcome the last- 
mentioned difficulty, for, as already said, répy 32 wi) tpoatpoupéver 6 péev 
....606€ is an exhaustive division, aud therefore the only kind of 
pain in padaxla would be Adan dnd ris emOuplas ; and (2) it does not 
overcome the difficulty of the words ‘ravrt 8é, «.r.A. 

79. If the whole passage then (1150 a 25-31) is taken away, the 
words réy 57) AexOévrwy form the transition from § 2 (1150 a 16-25), 
to the subject of § 4 (1150 a 32 seqq.), and therefore 37, the MS. 
reading, would be right and not 3¢ (which has been proposed), even 
though something may have fallen out. 

80. But in the following sentence the reading is probably not 
right, and there has been a transposition of the words éyxparjs and 
podaxds. Instead of dvrixetras 88 re pey dxpare? 6 eyxparys, TH 88 
partake & xaprepixds, should be read dyrixe:ras 5¢ TQ pev dxparet 6 
padakds, ro dé éyxparel 6 xaprepixds: because (1) the next clause, 
coupled by ydp, explains the differertce between the xaprepixds and 
the éyxparns, not the xaprepixds and the padaxds; and (2) the object 
of the chapter (see paragr. 55) is to find the characters on the side of 
pain which are correlative of, and opposed to, the characters concerned 
with pleasure: namely, the ¢evyey ras cwparixas AvTas (=padaxlas 
el3os paAAov) to the dxdéAacros, the paraxds to the dxparys and the 
kaptepixds to the éyxparyjs; and such an opposition has immediately 
preceded the words under consideration, the first one between the 
dxédactos and his counterpart. The proposed reading therefore agrees 
much better both with what precedes and with what follows. 
Compare the grouping in the parallel version, A,, 1150 a 14-15. 
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SECTION VIII. 


Nic. Ers. VIT. iv. §§ 3-4 (D,), § 6 (D,), and vii. § 3. 
(TaBLE IX.) 


CON¥ECTURED COMPLETION OF THE DUPLICATE Dy» 


81. The second part, E,, of ch. vii, § 3, which, as shown in the 
foregoing section, seems not to belong to ch. vii, has a closely 
corresponding duplicate, E,, in ch. iv. § 4, 1148 a 17-22, so that it 
may really belong to one of the versions of ch. iv. 

If it be put in the place which E, at present occupies, the new 
context joins perfectly (1148 a 14), ann ot Bey mpoatpodvrat, of & (i.e. 
of dxparets) od mpoatpodvra. *rév 8& pi mpoapoupéver (i.e. Trav 
axparav) 6 pév, x.r.A. The cause, however, of this may be, not that the 
added passage originally followed in this version after the sentence 
which it fits, but that the sentence had a duplicate in the other 
version which, though probably different otherwise in form, led up 
similarly to réy d& pi ampoatpovpévwy: the existence of such a 
duplicate is the more probable because of the close correspondence of 
the versions in other respects. 

82. That this may be the true state of the case is not unlikely, for 
the following reasons :— 

The passage containing E, (rdv 8& ph tpoaiporpévwv ... . ddAfrwv. 
mavtt.... dxparods (1150 a 2 ean), would not follow well after D,: 
for (1) it repeats what has already been said in D,, that pain may be 


. the motive in dxpacla as well as pleasure, 1148 a 6-io; (2) it 


determines the painful motive to be the pain of unsatisfied deans for 
pleasure (é7vOvpla), and so contradicts D,, where the examples adda 
and yixos are not Admat amd ris émOvplas, nor are dhpa and metva'. 

But these two grounds for disconnecting the passage from D, are 
grounds for connecting it with D,. 

It has been seen (paragraphs 7, 8) that the other members, B,, C,, 
of the version to which D, belongs (compare Table IT) reproduce every 
feature of the first version, and even add to them. It is not therefore 
unlikely that D, may have had the same relation to D, originally: if 


1 See, on the subject in general, paragraph 39 8. 
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so, it wants something to correspond to 6 px) Te mpoaipetcOa Tv Te 
75€wv, k.t.4. D, 1148 a 6-9, for it neither mentions that the dxparjs 
acts mapa mpoalpeo., nor that his motive may be pain. 

If now the passage raév 8¢ 7) mpoatpovpévey, x.t.A. is added to D,, 
(1) an almost complete duplicate of D, results ; compare the clauses in 
each column of Table IX marked *....%, ¥....2, ™...™; and (2) there is no 
contradiction in D, as to 4 Avan H amd rhs émOvplas. 

A sentence ¥......7, somewhat resembling /......% in the opposite 
version, as above suggested, may have fallen out, in which it was said 
that whereas the dxéAactos, &c., acted with mpoalpecis, the dxpareis 
were pi) Mpoatpovpevot, 80 that of pi mpoatpovpevor could have the same 
meaning’ in the, version (D,), as in the other (D,), i.e. the-dxparets 
alone. | 

The difference in relative position of the sentences x and y in the 2nd 
version is what might be expected: for the order in D, being xh 
my, the writer of D, has begun with m4 (reversing their order), 
so that, if he intended to complete the parallelism, 7 and y would 
remain over, and in the nature of the case a sentence of the form ¥ 
would be a fitting introduction to the 2 of D,: see paragraph 81. 

83. The reason of the change of view in the supposed completion of 
D, as to the painful motive may be this. 

The characters mentioned in D, as concerned with bodily pains 
(which are not mere pains of éz:@vyla) are expressly included in the 
class of dxpareis proper ; according to ch. vii. these would be padaxol 
and not dxpare?s proper. The author of D, may have held the latter 
opinion ; and therefore have intentionally avoided connecting such 
pains as dAda, Woyos, &c. with dxpacia. On the other hand, the men- 
tion by D, of pain in dxpacla, taken together with the doctrine of Nic. 
Eth. III. x. xi. (already detailed in paragraph 39) may have suggested 
to the author of D, that there was a pain in dxpaota proper, the Avan 
ano ths éwOvplas, and on this he may have grounded the subdivision 
of dxpacta proper (6 pev...6 8@ . . . Hore d:apépovow adrAAAwr). 

Such a distinction, as has been shown, is not consistent with the 
Aristotelian doctrine to which it is related: see paragraph 57 y. 

84, With this feature of the supposed completion of D, agrees E, 
(which follows it in its old position, and has also been removed), for it 
does not connect the dxédAacros with those bodily pains (ras rép 
dvayxalwy évielas = e.g. metvay, diay), which according to E, may be 
his motives ; compare the doctrine of ch. vii. according to which the 
character called in E, dxéAaoros, with respect to pain, is not dxdéAaoros 


proper. See paragraphs 53 (8) and 77. 
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The formula of E,, onethe other hand, is in agreement with D, : 
compare 1147 a 7-8, D,, with 1148 a 19, 21-22, E,. 

This gives some reason for thinking that E, actually belongs to the 
version with which it is already associated in the present text, and 
that E, belongs to the other version. But something must have 
fallen out before E,. The author passed in the preceding from the 
distinction of dxparijs xara mpdcbeow and axparis amdGs, to differences 
in the Glass of characters to which the latter belongs in respect of the 
presence or absence of mpoalpeois, and to differences where zpoalpecis 
is not present, according as émOvula is the motive or Avan dd rijs 
émiOustas. On these differences he may have grounded some remark 
about the:comparative viciousness of the characters which they con- 
' cern, and ended by saying that the worst was that dxéAacros who had 
little or no érOvpla,—navri 8 dy dd€ece, x.7.A. 

This agrees with the apparent gap before E, also. 

The conjunction 8.¢ may of course be taken in its non-illative use, 
but even thus it must at least be equivalent to ‘and so,’ and implies 
that the subject which it introduces has been in some way prepared 
for: but it is by no means prepared for, and succeeds most abruptly. 
The subject of the whole chapter is the distinction of the dxparis 
an\Gs from the dxparijs xara mpdoOeowv, which is wound up in § 4 by the 
statement that the dxparis aaAGs has to do with the same pleasures and 
pains as the dxdAaoros, éyxparyjs, and oddpwy, and that the characters 
so associated differ as regards mpoalpects: it is clear that the special 
depravity of that dxéAaoros who has little or no ém6vyla is put in 
no sort of connection with this. 

85. The way in which padaxol occurs in D,, 1148 a 12, 1s remark- 
able: it is said that the pains with which the dkxparjs ands 
has to do are bodily, and a sign of this is that people are ealled 
padaxol for yielding to them; whereas according to ch. vii, as before 
said, padaxol is the proper name for such characters. 

This difficulty admits of explanation, and accords with the view taken 
of the relation of D, *...... et0 De eats x, It has been pointed out 
(paragraph 39 §) that the third book of the Nicomachean Ethics, and 
the Eudemian book corresponding, associate padaxla with cowardice, 
and not with dxoAacla, and that there is no trace of the definite 
coordination (see ch. vii.) of xaprepfa and padaxla with cwdpoovvn, 
dxpacla, &c. The author of D,, though deviating in one respect from 
Eud. Eth, I, and Nic. Eth. IIT, (i.e. as to the painful motives which 
concern cwdpootm and dxodacla) has not advanced to the de- 
velopment of the theory of aAaxla found in ch. vu: he merely calls 
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attention to the fact that the ignominious term padaxds is applied 
where men yield to ‘ bodily ’ pains, to show that such conduct is held 
specially bad and belongs therefore to dkpacla proper, and not dxpacla 
kara mpdéoOecw. Just as he has said before (C,) that the disgrace 
attaching to dxpacta of ‘bodily’ pleasure is proof of its being dxpacla 
proper. Compare the two sentences 1148 4 2, 3, onpeétov 8€, x.7.A, and 
1148 a 11, 12; onpetoy 36, x.7.A. 

The remark, however, in D, is a sort of transition to thé theory 
of eh. vil. and may have suggested it. See also paragraph 57. 

The separate mention in A of xaprepfa and padaxla and the associa- 
tion of them with éyxpdre:a and dxpaofa, in the manner of ch. vii, 
shew perhaps that A does not really belong to the first version but 
to the second : compare paragraph go. 

86. The differences in subject matter between the parts now added 
after D, and D,, correspond, at least as above explained, to the general 
differences already pointed any between the versions to which the latter 
belong. 

The supposed Eudemianism Avan ad76 ris émOupias falls on the 
same side as the others, i.e. in the second version: though this is of 
little importance, see paragraph 58. 

8'7. If the right place has been found for ch. vii; § 3 (1150 a 25- 
31) it is possible to explain its removal from it by a compiler. 

(1) From the loss of the sentence 7......7, the passage, beginning as 
it does with rév 8% pi} mpoaipovpévwv, would not cohere with what 
was left of D,. 

(2) The compiler might suppose that the character 6 dydyevos did 
Thy Adany Thy dnd ths emOvalas was the padaxds, and this might 
lead him to seek a place for what did not fit in here in the chapter 
on padaxla, where he seems to have associated two versions of the 
subject besides (see Pt. I, Sec. V). 

(3) The place for insertion in ch. vit would be indicated by the 
words 81a xpoalpecwy at the end of § 2, 1150 4 25 (...... ph 80 Frray 
GAAS dia tpoalpéow’® *rGv 5é pi} mpoatpovpévwy, K.T.A.) 

The motives for the change, and the unintelligent way in which a 
context was disturbed by the interposition of really discrepant matter 
are exactly paralleled in the position of ch. vii, § 2 (see paragraph 34), 
where there is also a similar removal of duplicates to different parts of 
the book. 


' PART VI. 


CONCLUSION. 


SECTION I. 


ON THE EVIDENCE OF COMPILATION FROM PARALLEL 
VERSIONS: 


88. There are some obvious objections to inferriny compilation 
from repetitions. An author may in the same treatise be led by the 
nature of the subject to repeat a previous train of thought. This 
could be done with full consciousness; and even the same phraseology 
might recur, either because advisable as in a treatise of more precise 
scientific form (logic, grammar and the like), or merely from poverty 
of style or carelessness. It may be done sometimes unconsciously, 
and the same words ard illustrations repeated; but for these ano- 
malies some at least plausible account must be given, sueh as the 
length and intricacy of the discussion, desultory manner of com- 
position, and absence of revision. 

These explanations cannot apply to any of the more important 
repetitions which have been discussed in the foregoing, the more 
hazardous conjectures of Part V being excluded from consideration. 

In chapters in, iv, v, vil, and vili, the parallel passages are close to 
one another; the repetition of the subject of ch. v in eh. vi is dis- 
tant only a chapter; so that in all the hypothesis of forgetfulness is: 
inadmissible. Some of these are so long, or have such a marked 
eharaeter, that the same might be affirmed if they were at the farthest 
distance from one another, which the limits of the treatise (VII. i-x) 
would allow. | ° 

Nor of course can it be said where the passages are contiguous that 
the nature of the subject occasions a return—the same holds of the 
versions in chapters v and vi. Besides the other relations pomted 
out in all these parallelisms seem quite incompatible with conscious 
repetiton intended for the same context. 
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There remain four pairs of parallel passages, which are not con- 
tiguous. As for iv, 4 and vii, 3 (Tables IV and IX), the latter is so 
far from being suggested by the subject that it is quite irrelevant to it. 

The other three pairs—viii, 2 and x, 4 (Table V), vii, 1 and x, 4 
(Table IV), ii, 5 and x, 1, 2 (Table VII)—might seem prima facie 
possibly due to forgetfulness, but considerations have been assigned 
in each case which make that improbable. 


SECTION II. 
ON THE FORM OF THE MATERIALS. 


89. Whether the parallel versions extended originally nght through 
the book or not, it seems clear that they extended farther than what 
remains now in the text. 

For instance in ch. ii there is reason to think that A’ is a part of 
a somewhat longer passage, the rest being lost (see paragraph 29); the 
same seems to be true of A, in ch. vii, and probably also of A, (see 
paragraph 12). 

Something has been lost before ch. iv, § 4, E, (see paragraph 84), 
and probably also before its duplicate, ch. vu, § 3, E,,. 

The first part of ch. x, § 4, which has two duplicates, may have lost 
some of its context (see paragraph 24). 

It has been shewn also that the other parts of chs. vil. and x. are 
probably fragmentary (paragraphs 35, 36). 

These appearances, together with the number of the parallelisms, 
suggest, though they by no means prove, that there may have been 
three versions of the whole subject. 

Of course it is possible, though not confirmed by a comparison of 
the Nicomachean and Eudemian versions of the same subjects, that 
in some parts they may have been identical. In some copy of a 
given version short variants only may have been introduced, and 
this would account for the existence of certain short duplicates, both 
in this book and elsewhere, which seem isolated and not connected 
with any other alternative pieces: the (supposed) compiler would 
preserve these with the same religious care as the rest. 

90. It has been noticed that sometimes a pair of parallel passages 
is preceded by one which can be read indifferently before either : for 
imstance, A in ch. iii, Table I, forms a beginning to either of the two 
versions which follow, B, C, D,, or B, C, D,: in ch. iv, Table IT, 
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A stands in the same relation to the versions B, C, D,, and B, C, D,: 
in ch. v, Table III, A, can be read before B, or B,, and C after 
either. 

It does not follow that the versions originally coincidcd at all these 
points: for the passages apparently common may have had one or 
more duplicates which have been lost (comp. paragraph 85 fin.), while 
the fact that the versions had parallel members standing in similar 
relations to their context made it possible sometimes for one member 
to cohere indifferently with its own successor or the duplicate of it. 

The possibility of this is proved by some other circumstances. In 
ch. iii, as already seen (paragraph 59), B, and B, are interchangeable, 
so that either may be read in either version; if then B,, e.g. had 
been lost, the remaining duplicate B, would have been related to C, 
and C,, just as A in this chapter is now related to B, and B,. 

Again, in ch. v (Table III), before B, and B, may be read not 
only A, but also A, from the version of the same subject in the next 
chapter. Thus in Table III, A, (ch. v.) coheres either with B, or B,, 
or B,: A, with B, or B,: C may be read after B,, B,, or B,. 

Such a state of things accords well with the hypothesis of com- 
pilation from fragments of parallel versions: it will be found on 
looking at a harmony of the gospels that the parallel passages are 
very often interchangeable in the same way. Compare many of the 
sets of parallelisms in Tischendorf’s Synopsis Evangelica. 

91. If the versions are fragmentary because the manuscripts were 
torn or illegible, it 1s not probable that the pieces preserved represent 
the exact materials of the compiler. They would generally be pre- 
ceded and followed by sentences which he omitted; some because they 
were imperfect and he could not restore them, some because they were 
the endings or beginnings of other subjects and could not be fitted in 
so as to make any sense. Perhaps, however, at the beginning of the 
version A, in ch. vill (Table VI), such a sentence was retained, because, 
through a misconception (see paragraph 12), it seemed ne to 
connect two duplicates oy means of it. 


SECTION III. 
ON THE AUTHORSHIP, 


92. If it be true, as has been contended, that where the text can be 
resolved into parallel passages, only one version and not the other can 
be fairly charged with ‘Eudemianisms,’ the arguments which have 
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hitherto at least been used for aseribing the beok to ‘Eudemus’ (i.e. 
the supposed author of the Eudemian Ethics) cannot stand. Indeed 
the supporters of that theory seem unaware of the important parallel 
structure of the disputed books, which alone justifies a reopening of 
the discussion. 

The opposite opinions of critics can be understood, if, while some — 
parts of these books have a real affinity to the Eudemian, and others 
to the Nicomachean version of the Ethies, a unity of composition has 
been presupposed which does not exist. 

It is not necessary to conclude where characteristics of ‘ KEudemian ’” 
thought and style seem present—see e.g. on chs. iv, vili, and i (59)—= 
that the author is Eudemus: the supposed Eudemianisms may be 
rather post-Aristotelianisms, or show the work of a writer influenced 
by the Eudemian Ethics, or of a disciple of Eudemus. 

There is, however, reason for thinking that the author of the 
principal part of the Eudemian Ethics may have written some of the, 
book, both on account of the prominence of dxpacta in other books, 
of the Eudemian version which contrast, in this respect with their 
Nicomachean equivalents, and from the promise in Eud. Eth. ITI, ii, 
at the end of the chapter on cwdpoovvy and dxoAacla :—daxpiBéorepor 
3e repli Tov yévous Tey Hdovav Sorat diatperéoy év Tots Neyouévors Torepov 
mept éyxparelas xat dxpaglas. On the other hand, it seems, very. 
probable that there are parts of the book which he did not write. 
Compare what has been said of ch. 111 in paragraph 60 8 ; of ch. 1, § 5 
and ii, §12 in paragraph 65; of ch. iv, first version, in paragraph 
39 B, and of ch. vii, in paragraph 57. The last two cases are more 
doubtful, but the evidence is at least rather against than for 
Eudemian origin. 

If the argument connecting: ch. vi, with the second version of ch. in 
be valid (see paragraph 70), then probably this chapter also 1s. not 
‘ Eudemian.’ 

93. As to the possibility of an Aristotelian element :—If it be 
right to ascribe Eud. Eth. VII to Eudemus, the argument in para-, 
graph 63 makes it probable that ch. 1 is pre-Eudemian, and therefore 
(perhaps) by Aristotle. 

Some parts seem free from Eudemianisms, but they are not on that 
account necessarily Aristotelian. Compare for instance what has been 
said of the first versions of chs. iv and vii, paragraphs 39 (8) and 

7 (a). 
° i a very improbable that ch. iii is by Aristotle, and therefore, 
as before, the same may be true of ch. vi, § 1-4. 
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The confusion, too in the latter, noted above (70, a), seems unworthy 
of Aristotle: so also the weak formalism of ch. ix, § 5, 1151 b 23-32, 
which is of a piece with that of the second version in ch. vil. 

The definite position given to dvaicOnola in ch. ix, § 5, is hardly 
compatible with Nic. Eth. II, xi, 7, 1118 a 5, and II, vu, 3, 1107 b 6; 
though perhaps with Eud. Eth, III, ii, 1230 b1 3-20, 1231 a 26 seqq. 
It may be questioned whether Aristotle would have represented the 
better motive which prevails at last in Neoptolemus (ch. ix, § 4, 1151 b 
17) as a desire for pleasure. 

There are some things in the book which seem in every way good 
enough for Aristotle, such is ch. 11, § 1-5 (see paragraph 60, y, i): and 
there may be a considerable portion indirectly at least derived from 
him. 

94, The difficulty of relating to the context—{ 1) ch. iii. on potential 
knowledge (paragraph 60, y); (2) ch. vi, § 1-4, dxpacla Ovpod (para- 

graph 70, y)—may perhaps be due to the fact that these are a later 
growth in a subsequent version after the mgin scheme of the subject 
had been fixed, and that the original was not recast: perhaps too 
the same account is to be given of ch. vil, on xaprepla and padaxia, 
and ch, i, § 4 (see paragraph 57, 8), and of the short passages in 
chs. x, and i, discussed in Pt. V, Sec. I. Such a circumstance is pro- 
bably not isolated in the Ethics. 

One part at least of the treatise, if not others, seems to be neither 
by Aristotle nor Eudemus, namely, ch. 111, and therefore perhaps ch. vi, 
§§ 1-4 also: nor is this without some corroboration elsewhere. 

95. It is not in itself improbable that there were several versions 
of the: subject by different authors. The testimony of the ancient 
commentators shews that Eudemus and Theophrastus wrote what 
may be called new versions of some of the Aristotelian writings: the 
relation of these to the. original is sometimes indicated by the words 
mapappacwy and mapaxoAovdGy ; not unfrequently is it said that they 
departed from the views of Aristotle on particular subjects: compare 
the passages collected by Fritzsche in his edition of the Eudemian 
Ethies, and Spengel in the Eudemi Fragmenta. Phanias is spoken of 
as writing on the same subjects as Aristotle: some ascribed the first. 
book of the Metaphysics to Pasicles. 

The two following passages perhaps favour the conjecture that such | 
rewriting was a general practice (of which the. later Paraphrases may 
be a survival’) with the earlier Peripatetics :— 


1 The word xavdv in the preface to the paraphrase by Themistius of Post An. I.’ 
(Spengel’s Edn. page 1, 1. 11), is relative to the period of commentary which had pre-’ 
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Ammonius in Arist. Categ. fol. 13 a (Spengel, Eud. Frag. XCIX.) 
Aevrépa 5é (dpopyy rod vodederOar ra ovyypdppata Tod 
’"AptotoréAous) 7 TOY ovyypappdrov dspwvupla’ of yap 
pabnrat avrod Evdnpos «cat Pavlas xal Oeddpactos 
kara (jAov Tod sidacKxddov yeypadjxact Katnyoplas Kar 
mept épunvelas xal dvadutixyv. 

Apuleius, Apolog. cap. 36 (Spengel, Eud. Frag. CIX.) 
pro tua eruditione legisti profecto Aristotelis repli gov 
yevéoews, Tept Cdwv dvaropis, wept (dwv ioroplas multijuga 
volumina, preterea problemata innumera ejusdem, tum ex 
eadem secté ceterorum, in quibus id genus varia tractantur. 

Compare also the well-known story about the Metaphysics given 

by Asclepius (Bekker, 519 b, 33), quoted by Spengel (Eud. Frag. 
CXX.) :— 

6 5€ rpdmos Ths ovp- 
rafews, Ott éorly 7 Tapodoa mpayparela ovy dpolws rats 
dAAais tats rod *AptororéAovs ovyKexpotnpévn, ovde Td 
evraxréy te Kat ouvexés éxew doxodca, GAA Tiva pev 
Aelwes @s Tpds TO ovvEXées THs A€~Ews, TA Be UF 
dAAwy tpayparerGv dAdkAnpa perevnvexta cat woAAdkts 
Ta avTa A€yeu arodoyodvTa Se brép rovrov cal KadGs 
dmodoyotvra, Sr. ypdwas thy wapodcay mpayparelay erep- 
yer abriv Eviipo te éralpo adrod r@ ‘Podle, elra éxeivos 
évopice pt) elvat Kaddv ws ervyey exdoOjvar els aodAOvs 
mnAtkatrny Tpayparelay. év TH ody péow xpdve éreAEUTHCE 
Kat dvepOdpnody tia Tod BiBAlov. ph roApGvres 32 
mpoadetvar olxobev of perayevéorepor S14 Td TOAD TdvY 
AelmeoOan Tihs Tot dvdpos évvolas pernyayov éx tév &dAAwv 
avTod mpaywareray Ta Aclnovta apudcavtes, os Hv 
duvardéy. ov phy GAAG Kal év Tovrors cwlonévny evpot 2 
Tis THY TOV Aeyouévav dxodovOlay. ss * 

TO yap petCov GAda....-. ov dacww etvat advroid. 


This passage is valuable, though some details may be distrusted, for 
it preserves a tradition as to one Aristotelian book: (1) that an 
attempt had been made to repair it by compilation from the supposed 
works of Aristotle; (2) that there was some uncertainty whether 
the materials which had been used were Aristotelian; (3) that the 
compilers felt hesitation in adding anything of their own. 
ceded: it suits also the difference between the work of Themistius and that of Eudemus 


and Theophrastus, for the object of his paraphrase (comp. the preface referred to) is 
exegesis and not reconstruction. 
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Alexander of Aphrodisias believed that the Aristotelian arrange- 
ment of the Metaphysics had been deliberately altered by Eudemus, 
as the following passage shews :— 
. Kal olpat xal ratra 
éxelvors feu cuvrdrrecOat kal tows ind pev *Apiororédous ovp- 
TETAKTAL » 22.0. tnd 5€ tod Evdjpou xexodpiorat. 


Alex. Aphr. ad Arist. Met, Z, 1036 b 32-5 (Spengel CX XI). 


The differences between this conjectured resolution of the text and 
Torstrik’s account of the De Anima, whence the leading idea was 
derived, are—{1) the number of the original versions; (2) their 
sources; (3) the manner and (4) the motive of the arrangement and 
compilation. See Torstrik, De Anima, Praefat. esp. pp. 21-23. 
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elddres f) od, Kai mas eiddres, 

1146 b 10 cal rév éyxparn OGeréov, éy 
HSovhvy Kal Aum H wept : 

€yxpatn «at Tov Kapreptxdy, ' 

dorw* dpotws Sé Kai mepl | 


6 , > ‘ ‘ 
14 ewpias €OTL TauTNS. 


B. 63. 
6b 24 mept pev ovv rov Sdégav dAnOy adda py émorpny 
elvas trap fv axpatedovra, o0éy Siaddper mpds tov dd- 
you’ €or ydp tev Sofaldvrwy ob SiotdLouow, aA’ olovrar 
27 dxptBas eiddvar. 


C, $5. 

46 b 31 GAN’ érel SiyHs Acyouey 1d erriotacOar (kat yap 
6 éxwv pév od xpdpevos S€ 17 emornun Kal 6 xpapevos 
Aéyerar éricragOa), Swicer 1rd Exovra pev py Oewporvvra 
dé d py det mpdrrev rov txovra Kai Oewpoivra’ rovro 

35 yap Soxet Sewdv, GAN’ ovx ef py Oewpar. 


D, §6. 
145 35 ért erret 8vo 
l4ja 1 Tpémon Tey mMpotacewv, Eyovra pev. audorépas ovbey Kw- 
; Aves mparrey mapa thy éemornuny, xpwpevoy pevroa TH 
xa@odov dGAAG py TH KaTad pépos’ mpaxtad yap ra Kal? 
exaora, dicahépes 8é Kal rd xadddov' 1d pev yap ep’ éavrod 
57d 8 ent rod mpdyparés éorw, otov ort mavti avOparm 
auudéepes ra énpd, xal Gre otros dvOpwros fh dre Enpdv 
ro rowdvde’ GAN ei rdde rodvde, } ovK exer  ovK evepyel. 
xara re 81 rovrous Sioice: ros tpdémouvs apnyavoy Gcov, Sore 
Soxety otro péev eidévac pnOev aromoy, GAdws 8é€ Oavpa- 
® 10 ody. (To D,?) §§ 13-14. 

7b 9g éret 8 1) redXevraia mpdracis ddfa re 
© gicfyrod Kat Kupia tav mpdéewy®, rainy i} otk exer CO 
év to méBer dv’, fH otras Eyes ds otk fy Td Exew eni- 
orac Oa Gdda bhéyeww> dorep 6 8 oivupdevos® 14 4’ Epmedoxddous4. 
kai Sid 7d py xabddrov pnd emiotnpovndy dpoiws eiva 
Boxeiv rQ@ xaddov Tov Ecxarov dpov, Kai gounev & é{nrea 
15 Swxparns ocvpPaivew’ ov yap tHs Kuplos émiornuns iva 
Soxovons mapovons yiveras rd mabos, ovd’ arn mepreAxerac 

dia 1d mabos, dAda tH aicOnrixijs. 
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I. (Tasie VII. 


x. §§ 1-2. 
A,. 


&8008’ dpa dpdvipov nal 6 11524 
bri évBdxerar etvar rév adrév® dua yap ppdvipos Kat 

oudatos 75 HO0sd bSdBecxrard dv. 2. eri Cod to eidSévar pdvov 

ios, GANA Kat TH mpaktinds® 6 & axparys ov mpaxrikds. 

8 Sewdy oddéy KwAver axpary eivar’ 81d Kat Boxovorw 10 

€ dpdvipor pev eivai rives dxpareis S€, dia 1d rH See- 

a Swadepew ris ppovnoews roy elpnuevov rpdrov év rois 

ots Adyos, Kal Kara pév tov Adyoy éeyyls elva, bia- 

w 8€ xara THY mpoaipecw., 





[Tasre VIII. 
Eup. Era. VII. i. 1. 


Xs. 


wréos 8) rpdéros Goris Hpiv 8dpa thd Te Soxodvra wept 13 1235 b 
vy pddtora dmoSdce ®, cat b rds daropias Adoer Kal Tas 

usoetgb, rodro 8 ora, dav edAdyws aivnra ra évay- 15 
oxovvra’ pddiora yap dpodoyoupevos 6 rowidros éorat 

Tots pawwopevors. 


© gupBailver Sé pévew Tas EvavTiwcers, 
ort pev dg GdnOés 7 Td eyspevov, Zor, 8 ws oFe. 18 
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[Tasre IX, 
(Compare Tables I and IV.) 


iv. § 6, and vii. § 3. 
D,. 


h 
domep ovv ovd éevraiOa, Sa 1rd py waxtay elvae éxd- 
irnv airGv, dda T@ dvdAoyov dpotav, ovrw djrov MST. Ka- to 1148.b 
t Grodnmrdéov pdovny dxpaciay xat éyxpdteav elvar iris 
prt wept tadta tH owhpoaivy Kat TH Gxodacia ™, mepi de 
Oupdy xaG’ dpodtnTa Adyopev’ 81d Kal mpoortibévres xpath 
[ nod Gowep Tysis Kat Képdous paper }, 


Poumegn step wn Wallen 5 waite oe oS te eee ep ie eg oe 


| y * * * *y 
XTév dé ph mpoatpoupévay 5 pev ayerar Sid Thy 25 11504 

oviv, 6 3é Sid 1d hedyew thy AUamy Thy dard Ths ém- 

; plas, dore dtadepovow ddAnAor X, 27 

1 3 . 

| * * ee a * % 


K,. 


&Mavrt 8 Gv ddéfee yxei- 27 
Jovetvae ® ef tig ph emOupdv H jpépa mparra re aicxpdr, 
1)’ odSpa éwOupdy, cat ef py dpy(épevos runra F 
ciyi(duevos’ th ydp v éroie, év wdber dv; 281d & dxd- 30 
hog Xelpww Tod dKpatois >, 





IL. [Tasie VIL. 


x. §§ 1-2. 
Ay. 


8008 dua ppdvpov nal 6 11524 

uTy évddyerar eftvar tov adrév® dua yap dpdvipos xai 
‘oudatos 7d HO0s4 bSeBeckrac dy. 2. ere Cod TH eidévar pdvov 
vipos, GANG Kat TO mpaktuKds © 6 8 axparjs ob mpaxnixés. 
8 Sedov ovdév Kodver dxparn elvar’ 81d Kat Soxovow 10 
re dpdvipos pev etvai tives axpareis 8€, dia 7rd rHv Se- 
ta duadhéepev tis ppovncews tov eipnuevov rpdérov ev rois 
Tots Adyots, Kal Kara pev rov Adyoy éyyts elva, da- 
rey O€ Kata THY mpoaipecty, 


sent Be ees 


| [Tasre VIII. 
Kup. Era. VII. 1. 1. 
X;. 


wréos 31 rpémos doris Hpiv Sapa th Te SoKxodvra wept 13 1235 b 
v pddtora aroddce:®, cal brag dropias Acer Kai Tas 

weoegb, rovro 8 gota, edyv evAdyws paivnra ra évay- 15 
oxobvra’ pddwora yap spodoyoupevos 6 TotovTros éorat 

TOs Hatvopevots. 
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© gupBalver Sé pévew Tas évavridcers, 
ome pev ds GAnOes 4 Td eydpevov, dor. 8 ds oF. 18 


are 
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(Taspre IX. 
(Compare Tables I and IV.) 


iv. § 6, and vil. § 3. 
D,. 


domep ovv ovd évraiOa, 8a ro Hn kaxtay elvat éxd- 
nny a’rav, adda re dvdoyov dpotay, ourw djAovy ™ Oru Kd- 10 1148 b 
t _Smodq roy povny dxpaciay Kat éyxpdreav elvat Ares 
t wept taétd rH owhpocdvy Kal TH dxodacig ™, epi be 
\Oupdv Kab’ dpadrnTa Adyopev’ 81d Kat mpooriWevres éxparh 
Bod Gomep Tiss Kat xépdous hapev b. 
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) X Tay Sé ph mpoatpoupdvwy 6 pev dyeror Sid Thy 25 11500 
Bovty, 6 Sé Sad 1d hedyew thy Adwny Thy dard tis ém- 
pias, d@ore diadepovow addr how *, 27 


| : 


’ * * , _ * 


E,. 


; ®Tlavti 8 Oy Sdfece xei- 27 
| vetvar ® ef Tig ph emOupdv  qpéwa mparro re aicxpdr, 

opddpa emOupav, cai ef py dpy{épevos runro F 
eiyi(épevos' tl yap av éroie, év wd0a dv; 81d 5 dxd- 30 
Nog xelpwy Tod dxparods %, 





